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Note: The Board will convene at 10:00 a.m., on August 22, 198S.
This agenda represents the order in which items are
scheduled to be considered. Since the Chairman, however,
may change this order, participants and other interested
parties are advised to be available during the entire
meeting. Items not considered on August 22 may be
continued until August 23 beginning at 9:00 a.m.

1. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF TBE JULY 18, 1985 MEETING
L t2s CONSIDERATibﬁ OF.- CONCURRENCE WITH THE ISSUANCE OF A SOLID
i!. ) WASTE FACILITY: RERMIT FOR THE SAN DIEGO RESQURCE RECOVERY
R 4 TRANSFERMSTATION'

3. CONSIDERATION OF REMOVAL OP SAN JOSE TRANSPER STATION, SANTA
CLARA COUNTY, FROM THE STATE LIST OF NONCOMPLYING FACILITIES

4. CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF SANTA CLARA COSWMP REVISICON
5. CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF LARE COSWMP REVISION

6. CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF MONO COSWMP REVISION

7. CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF INYO COSWMP REV&SION

8. CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF SAN BENITO CoSWMP REVISIdN
9. STATUS OF DELINQUENT COSWMPS

10. CONSIDERATION OF CONTRACT CLOSURES AND TRANSFER OF EQUIPMENT
TITLE FOR 1979-80 RECYCLIRG GRANT CONTRACTS

11. STATUS REPORT ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE WESTERN WASTE
RECYCLING PROGRAM IN RED BLUFF

"J2. . DISCUSSION OF. . DRAFT GUIDANGE FOR DETERMINING THE OCCURRENCE
* UOP. SIGNIFICANT. CEANGE. AT -SOCLID WASTE PACILITIES?



\

“ 13. REPORT ON THE BOARD'S ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

14, REPORT ON TBE STATUS OF CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES
COMMISSION'S STANDARD OFFER NO. 4 PROCEEDING INCLUDING
ANALYSIS OF THE JULY 10, 1985 DECISION ON AVOIDED COST
METHODOLOGY

juﬁ CONSIDERATION OF TEE PROPOSED MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
(MOU) WITH THE CALIFORNIA POLLUTION CONTROL FINANCING
AUTHCRITY

16 .-—CONSIDERATION_OF .BUDGET_CHANGE. PROPOSALS FOR FISCAL ‘YEAR
1986-87

(17.—-CONSIDERATION OF REQUESTS FOR PROPOSAL FOR CURRENT YEAR
(@. Landfill Gas State=-of-the-Art Studyp .
b. Southern California Press/Media Consultant
¢c. Annual Litter Conference
d. Recycling Referral 800 Line
e. Statewide Litter Survey =
f. Materials REcovery Assessment Study

18. _ APPROVAL_OF_THE DRAFT 1984 ANNUAL REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE
V‘_afsjzgi;ﬁnn‘dﬁ-r_‘_o&‘.sIGNIF_ICAN!:_;'s-rp;rt‘nt‘xc'r.x.vrrms@
7 (200 UPDATE OF  CURRENT LEGISLATION?

21 _REVIEW_OF "FUTURE_ BOARD_ AGENDA -ITEMS?

22. OPEN DISCUSSION

¥

'23. ADJOURNMENT

Note: The Board may hold a closed session to discuss personnel,
as authorized by State Agency Open Meeting Act, Government
Code section 11126(a), and litigation, pursuant to the
attorney-client privilege, Evidence Code section 950-962,
and Government Code section 11126(q).
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Meeting of the
CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Hearing Room
River City BRank Building
1020 Ninth Street, sSuite 300
Sacramento, CA
July 18, 1985

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Sherman E. Roodzant, Chairman
John P. Moscone, Vice Chairman
Sam Arakalian
Phillip Beautrow
Les Brown
Richard. Stevens

BOARD STAFF: George T. Eowan, Chief Executive Officer
Herbert Iwahiro, Chief Deputy Executive Officer
alan A. 0Oldall, Deputy Executive Officer
Robert F. Conheim, General Counsel
Dana Hayes, Director of Legislation

. Keith Amundson, Manager, Standards and Regulations

Division

Don Dier, Standards and Regulations Division

Kerry Jones, Manager, Enforcement Division

Eric Maher, Local Planning Division

0odis Marlow, Manager, Local Planning Division

John Rowden, Manager, Waste-to-Energy Division

John smith, Local Planning Division

Dennis Stone, Manager, Resource Conservation
Division

Also Present:

Tom Berg, Ventura County Planning Director

Richard Davis, Executive Director, Chemical Industry Council of
California

Michael Engelharat, Clorox Company

Steve Maguin, County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County

Dominic Monetta, Resource Alternatives, Inc.

NOTE: Resolutions are made a part of these minutes
by reference and copies can be obtained by
contacting the Board at the above address and
telephone number. Copies of the tapes of the
proceedings are also available at cost.
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Gina Purin, Golden Empire Health Systems Agency

James Randlett, Chemical Specialties Manufacturers Association
Dorothy Rice, Assemblywoman Sally Tanner's Office

Lorene Jackson Russell, Association of Bay Area Governments
Nina Shelley, Mayor, City of Ojai

Ruth Shimer, Citizen, Ventura County

Larry Sweetser, Sanitary Fill Company

and others

Notice having been duly given and the presence of a quorum
established, the regular meeting of the California Waste
Management Board was called to order by Chairman Sherman E.
Roodzant at 10:10 a.m., July 18, 1985, in the Hearing Room, River
City Bank Building, 1020 Ninth Street, Suite 300, Sacramento,
California.

* & * * %

Chairman Roodzant asked those who wished to speak to any agenda
item to register on the forms provided and present them to the
secretary.

Chief Executive Officer Eowan stated that agenda item 19,
Consideration of Computer System Policy, has been deleted from
the agenda for this meeting; item 3, Update of Current
Legislation, will be considered this afternoon, and item 9,
Discussion of Household Hazardous Waste Programs, will be
considered following item 5.

Chairman Roodzant announced that the Board-meeting will be one
day, July 18.

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES OF THE JUNE 20-21, 1985 MEETING

It was moved by Board Member Moscone; seconded by Board Member
Beautrow and UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED:

THAT THE BOARD APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE JUNE 20-21, 1885
MEETING

REPORT ON SIGNIFICANT JSTAFF ACTIVITIES

Chief Executive Officer Eowan reported that legal action against
Operating Industries, Inc. (01I) was filed on behalf of the Board
and the Los Angeles County Department of Health Services (the
LEA) on July 5. A hearing on the case was set for July 22;
Operating Industries filed for a continuance of the hearing.

.I - l
y




e

Minutes of the Meeting
July 18, 1985
Page Three

This request was denied; however, the hearing was divided into
two parts. The first part of the hearing is set for July 22 and
the second part for August 23. Staff conducted testing at the
offsite probes near the landfill during the week of July 8.
Results from those tests are being reviewed and will be submitted
to the Attorney General's office in support of the legal action.

Chief Executive Officer Eowan reported the Enforcement Division
has conducted a review of the SWIS inspection data submitted by
the LEAs during the last 15 months. A significant finding was
that there was no evidence of inspections at 495 of the
approximately 900 facilities in the state. Furthermore, at those
facilities which were inspected, there were approximately 250
sites at which a violation of at least one of the standards was
repeated on 25% or more of the inspections. Enforcement Division
staff is preparing a process for systematically investigating
these findings and for prompting the LEAs to initiate enforcement
proceedings where appropriate.

Chief Executive Officer Eowan reported both the South Coast and
Bay Area Air Quality Maintenance Districts have adopted rules
which require landfill operators to install landfill gas control
systems at all landfills (with exceptions for small sites).
Because this requirement overlaps Board authority, Board staff
has held discussions with staff of both districts regarding a
possible Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to clarify
responsibilities and/or to coordinate activities. staff is also
researching specific areas of overlap to assure the MOU addresses
any areas of specific authority which may not be clear. As an
example, whether permits are required for gas control systems.

Chief Executive Officer Eowan reported the Board and RecyCAL are
cosponsoring regional litter workshops throughout California.

The workshops are designed to help local communities organize and
implement effective litter control and public education programs
through presentations by experts in the litter abatement field
covering a broad range of topics. The workshops are scheduled as
follows:

July 23 San Francisco
July 25 Sacramento
July 29 Orange County
July 30 Los Angeles
July 31 San Diego

Dr. Dominic Monetta, Resource Alternatives, Inc., reported that
the Reagan Tax Plan will deal a serious blow to resource recovery
projects if the Plan is approved as proposed. Representatives of
the National Resource Recovery Association testified before the
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House Ways and Means Committee that the overall cost of
facilities would rise bhetween 50% and 60% if the Plan is
approved. Dr. Monetta urged the Board to write a letter to the
California Congressional Delegation outlining the Board's
concerns and support of Industrial Development Bonds (IDBs).

PRESENTATION QF RESOLUTION COMMENDING JOY RICUS

Chairman Roodzant read Resolution 85-65, commending Councilwoman
Joy Picus for her service as a Board Member.

It was moved by Board Member Moscone; seconded by Board Member
Stevens and UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED:

THAT THE BOARD ADOPT RESOLUTION 85-65, COMMENDING J30Y PICUS

CONSIDERATION OF VENTURA CoSWMP REVISION

Staff Member Maher reported that in 1979 the CWMB required
Ventura County to revise its Solid Waste Management Plan in nine
areas. The Plan before the Board is a complete revision from the
original Plan and incorporates the comments made by Board staff
in 1979. Two tentative gites have been identified for possible
landfill disposal sites in their wasteshed. The County has been
actively investigating alternatives to landfill. Staff believes
this is a good Plan Revision, is adequate and meets the
requirements of the Planning Guidelines, and that the .
environmental review is adequate. Staff recommends that the
Board approve the Ventura CoSWMP Revision.

Mr. Toem Berg, Ventura County Planning Director, urged the Board
to approve the Plan Revision as submitted. The Plan Revision was
prepared according to the Planning Guidelines and included input
from three groups: a citizens advisory committee, a technical
coordinating committee, and a task force of elected officials.
Mr. Berg stated he felt adequate opportunity had been given for
public input into the Plan at the local level. Resolutions of
approval were passed by six of the ten cities within Ventura
County, representing 65.5% of the incorporated population, and
the Plan Revision was approved by the County Board of Supervisors
on April 23, 198S5.

Ms. Nina Shelley, Mayor of the City of 0Ojai, urged the Board to
disapprove the Plan Revision as submitted. The City of 0Ojai is
very concerned about the impact of the proposed landfill sites on
their air quality. It has been estimated that there will be
approximately 3,000 truck trips per day to the landfill. The
Ojai Valley is also on an earthguake fault and is subject to
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flooding, both of which could have serious impacts if a landfill
were build at either of the proposed sites.

* % * * *

Board Member Brown arrived.

* % % & %

Ms. Ruth Shimer, Ventura County Resident, urged the Board to
disapprove the Plan Revision as submitted. Ms, Shimer reiterated
Ms. Shelley's concerns about the impact on the 0Ojai valley.

Ms. Shimer urged the Board to consider other sites in Ventura
County which she felt would be more suitable for a landfill. She
stated that the City of Oxnard is interested in a site in their
area.

Mr. Berg responded to Board Member questions that the County had
reviewed over one hundred possible landfill sites. Most of the
sites were eliminated because of serious on-site environmental
problems. Six possible landfill sites were ultimately identified
by the County staff for further study. The Board of Supervisors
considered four of the six sites for inclusion in their Plan
Revision and decided on the two sites currently mentioned in the
Plan Revision.

It was moved by Board Member Beautrow; seconded by Board Member
Arakalian and UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED:

THAT THE BOARD ADOPT RESOLUTION 85-62, AS PRESENTED BY STAFF
AT THIS MEETING, APPROVING THE FIRST REVISION OF THE VENTURA
COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

BISCUSSION OF HOUSEHOLD HAZARDQUS WASTE PROGRAMS

Staff Member Amundson stated "household hazardous waste" is a
relatively new term used to describe that fraction of the
municipal waste stream which by California Department of Health
Services definition is classified as "hazardous". Very little
research has been done on the subject except to determine that
the amount of hazardous waste generated by householders is a .
small fraction of the total municipal waste stream. It has been
estimated that one million pounds of municipal waste would
contain only 15 pounds of hazardous waste.

Mr. Amundson stated that those expressing concern believe that
separate collection systems should be established for household
hazardous wastes: (1) to reduce safety risks to householders who
now store hazardous wastes at home because there is no practical
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alternative disposal method; (2) to reduce the risk of injury to
collection workers who handle these wastes; and (3) to protect
the environment by keeping household hazardous wastes out of
conventional landfills which were never designed to accommodate
these wastes.

Gina Purin, Senior Health Planner with Golden Empire Health
Systems Agency, has been instrumental in setting up a voluntary
household hazardous waste collection system in Sacramento County.
She has developed and issued a handbook for the establishment of
such facilities by local governmental and the private sector in
other communities. Ms. Purin stated the Sacramento County
collection program ran for five consecutive Saturdays, four hours
each day, for a total of 20 hours. During this time, they
collected 167 drums of waste from 900+ households. Types of
wastes collected included left-over paint, wood preservatives and
other materials that had been stored for several years.

Ms. Purin stated the program cost $20,000.

Mr. Steve Maguin, County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles
County, reported that for approximately two years they have been
inspecting and screening wastes coming to their sites. They are
finding one and one-half quarts of hazardous waste per ton of
waste. Hazardous waste from households is approximately 25% of
the total and includes crankcase o0il, household solvents, and
paint. The remaining 75% is from small business and construction
operations. Their program removes approximately 45% of the
estimated wastes coming to their landfill sites.

Mr. Larry Sweetzer, Sanitary Fill Company, San Francisco, stated
they have a problem with household hazardous wastes. They are
having a household collection program on August 13 to determine
the extent of the problem. One-third of San Francisco has been
identified as the target area for this program.

Mr. Michael Engelharat, Clorox Company, urged the Board to oppose
AB 1809. The bill does not give a definition of what is
hazardous. Most existing definitions were created with
industrial chemicals in mind. Bousehold cleaners they
manufacture contain hazardous chemicals, but are diluted to the
point where they are no longer considered hazardous. The bill
does not give any consideration to this problem. The bill also
reguires counties to establish consumer information programs on
hazardous wastes, but provides no guidelines for this activity.

Mr. James Randlett, Chemical Specialties Manufacturers
Association, also urged the Board to oppose AB 180%. AB 1809
"would redquire each product which is required to be disposed of
as household hazardous waste to contain a label affixed to the

. ' .
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product or an insert to the product providing consumer
information that the product is required to be disposed of as
household hazardous waste, as prescribed.® This would place a
large cost burden on manufacturers who would be required to
provide separate labels for California products. Also, on some
products, federal law prohibits states from having their own
labeling requirements.

Mr. Richard Davis, Executive Director, Chemical Industry Council
of California, also urged the Board to oppose AB 1809. Their
organization is working to help the public understand the risks
of chemicals so they can deal with the issues involved. They
agree that hazardous wastes should be disposed of in an
appropriate manner and feel that public education is a key issue.

Ms. Lorene Jackson Russell, Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG), reported they are in the process of completing an 18§
month study of household and small business hazardous waste,

They are attempting to find out what is generated, how it is
being disposed of, and the problems with correct disposal. ABAG
believes the problem may be larger than stated because wastes are
being dumped in sewers, storm drains, fields, and other places
and not just in the garbage. ABAG supports community collection
centers for hazardous household wastes so the material is not
going to landfills.

Ms. Purin stated that extremely dangerous products are being
stored in homes and not just bleaches, ammonia, oven cleaners,
etc. These are the wastes that community collection centers are
targeting for proper disposal. Public education and awareness
are necessary for the safe disposal of hazardous wastes. The
industry and public interest groups should work with the author
to remedy problems with AB 1809 so it is satisfactory.

Ms. Dorothy Rice, Assemblywoman Sally Tanner's office, stated

they are willing to work with both sides to amend AB 1809 during
the legislative recess.

Chairman Roodzant recessed the meeting for lunch at 1:05 p.m.
The Board will reconvene in a closed session at 2:15 p.m. and in
open session at 2:45 p.m.

* & % &k *

Chairman Roodzant reconvened the meeting at 2:50 p.m.

A
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STATUS OF DELINQUENT COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANS

Staff Member Marlow reported that the County Solid Waste
Management Plan (CoSWMP) revisions for Lake, Santa Clara, Inyo,
Mono, and San Benito were received by the Board on time. Yolo-
County has also submitted their CoSWMP which was expected during
July 1985.

Staff has developed the following information since the packet
material was prepared and sent to the Board Members regarding
Category I1II counties:

Placer County - Needs Board of Supervisors action; Plan
expected August 15, 1985

Inyo County - Plan submitted

Mono County - Plan submitted

San Benito County - Plan submitted

. Sonoma County - Plan expected September 1985

Yolo County - Plan submitted

Fresno County - Expected Plan to be submitted by now, but
the County decided the Plan gualified for
Categorical Exemption and in conversations
with Board staff determined they need
another environmental document - Negative
Declaration - circulated. Plan will be in
in August.

Tehama County - Completed Plan being circulated through the
cities with the Negative Declaration; should
be submitted in September 1985,

Tuolumne County - Plan expected in August 1985

Santa Barbara County - Plan being circulated through the
cities; expected to be submitted in November
1985.

Lake County - Plan submitted

Santa Clara County - Plan submitted

. Current status of Category III counties is as follows:

San Bernardino County - Expected November 15, 1985

@ ®
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. Mariposa County - Plan completed and ready to submit, but
problems with County Environmental Control
Committee preventing it from adopting
Negative Declaration. County staff still
feel they should submit Plan in August.

Calaveras County - County continues to have problems. The
County wants to site a landfill before they
complete the Plan; because of the Attorney
General's letter, they are working on the
Plan. Anticipate submittal in February
1986.

Los Angeles County - Have a letter from the Director of
Public Works stating that the Plan will be
submitted to the Board in November 1985.

Trinity County - Negative Declaration currently being
circulated; anticipate Plan will be
submitted in September 1985.

Lassen County — Hired private consultant to do the Plan.
Consultant says he will meet the February
1986 deadline.

San Luis Obispo County - Have allocated money for completion
of the Plan; anticipate it will be submitted
in March 1986.

Butte County - Hired consultant to complete Plan; expect it
' to be submitted in October 198S5.

Marin County - Expect to submit Plan in March 1986
Stanislaus County - Expect to submit Plan in December 1985

San Joaquin County - Expect to submit Plan in August 1985

DISCUSSION ON APPROVING CoSWMPS WHERE FACILITIES ARE ON LIST OF
NONCOMPLYING FACILITIES

General Counsel Conheim stated the issue is whether the Boarg,
under current state law, could take the sanction of not finding
conformance with the CoSWMP in counties where noncomplying waste
facilities have been inspected and judged to be violating the
State Minimum Standards. Staff recommends that that action not
be recommended because current law provides for bringing
facilities into compliance.
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Sstaff stated that when facilities are inspected under the Presley
inspection program and found not in compliance with State Minimum
Standards, the LEA is required to impose a compliance schedule to
bring the facility into compliance., During that period, the law
permits the facility to operate.

Board Member Stevens expressed concern that County Solid Waste
Management Plans as revised should reflect short, medium and long
term goals. When it is found that noncomplying facilities impact
these goals they should be reflected in the Plan.

General Counsel Conheim stated that the question should not be
kept under the requlation. 1In future County Plan analyses

the staff will be presenting the facts to help the Board make
determinations as to what extent the county is being impacted by
noncomplying facilities, Staff will develop criteria for
analyses.

DISCUSSION OF DRAFT GUIDANCE FOR DETERMINING THE OCCURRENCE OF
SIGNIFICANT CHANGE AT SOLID WASTE FACILITEIS

Sstaff Member Smith stated this is a draft document for
discussion. Both law and regulation give little guidance for
Board staff or LEAs in determining if "significant change" had
occurred. By law, solid waste facility permits have to be
changed if significant change occurs. When a permit is up for
five year review, it is up to the LEA to determine if significant
change has occurred, 1In 1982, a staff committee developed
indicators of significant change. During the past year, staff
has been trying to develop a better set of guidelines for Board
staff and LEAs.

Board directed staff to circulate the Draft Guicdance for
Determining the Occurrence of Significant Change at Solid Waste
Facilities to LEAs for their comments and a Board committee will
be appointed to review the comments when received.

CONSIDERATION OF SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMITS IN THE CITY OF LOS
ANGELES, LOS ANGELES COUNTY

staff Member Dier reported that, in January 1985, Los Angeles City
submitted 17 permits for five year review. The permits indicated
the design capacity and average daily flows at that time the

sites were originally permitted. The LEAR interpreted average
daily flow as the 1limit of what could be handled at a facility.
Any significant increase in the amount of waste received would
require CEQA and a finding of conformance. Staff found, based on
the LEA's interpretation, that six permits constituted
"significant change". The Board found the six had significant

4 ® SO
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change and were not in conformance with the Los Angeles CoSWMP.
The other eleven permits contained no significant change and were
approved by the Executive Officer by letter.

In June 1985 the LEA resubmitted all 17 permits. Staff reviewed
the changes and concurred with the finding that there was no
significant change.

General Counsel Conheim stated that with regard to these 17
permits, it is staff's analysis that all are nonsubstantial and
none of the permits as proposed describe a facility that is any
different than originally described in the Los Angeles County
Solid Waste Management Plan.

* % % % %

Chairman Roodzant out of the meeting.
* * % * *

staff recommends that the Board concur with the 17 solid waste
facilities permits.

It was moved by Board Member Beautrow; seconded by Board Member
Stevens and UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED:

THAT THE BOARD ADOPT RESOLUTION 85-64, CONCURRING WITH SOLID
WASTE FACILITIES PERMITS FOR DeGARMO STREET DUMP, INC., BEL
AIR STREET MAINTENANCE DISTRICT YARD (SMDY), CAHUENGA PASS
STREET TREE YARD, CANOGA PARK SMDY, CENTRAL SMDY, EAGLE ROCK
SMDY, HOLLYWOOD SMDY, NORTH HOLLYWOOD/STUDIO CITY SMDY,
PALISADES SMDY, SAN FERNANDO SMDY, SOUTHEAST SMDY, SUNLAND
SMDY, VAN NUYS SMDY, WILSHIRE SMDY, EAST SMDY, GRANADA HILLS
SMDY, AND SOUTHEAST SMDY, LOS ANGELES COUNTY

REPORT ON PRESLEY INSPECTION PROGRAM

staff Member Jones reported that the Enforcement Division will be
revising the Presley inspection program regarding inspections and
compliance program to keep the Chief Executive Officer and Board
Members informed of the status of facilities. The new program
will provide a more thorough evaluation of facilities. Each site
will be visited a minimum of three times, spaced over different
seasons, so the site can be thoroughly inspected for violations
consistent with weather conditions.

* * % * %

Chairman Roodzant returned.

//
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Board Member Arakalian left the meeting.

* % * % *

REPORT QN THE SANTA CLARA COUNTY LOCAL ENFORCEMENT AQEHQX.
EVALUATION REPORT

Staff Member Jones reported that in December, 1984, Board staff
completed a staff report evaluating the 16 Local Enforcement
Agencies in Santa Clara County. The report was then circulated
to those agencies for comment. These LEAs include the County
Department of Health and 15 individual cities within the county.
Of the fifteen city LEAs, only five have so0lid waste facilities
within their jurisdiction while the other ten are designated only
to enforce the nonhealth related standards for storage, removal
and transportation of so0lid wastes within their cities. Most of
the LEAs have already began implementing recommendations made by
staff in the evaluation report.

SIATUS OF GARDEN GROVE LANDFILL ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

Staff Member Jones reported that landfill gas monitoring probes
(iave been installed at the closed Garden Grove Landfill site.
'sie probes are being monitored every two weeks by a consultant
hired by the landowners. Gas has been detected at the landfill
boundary, but no gas has been detected in the area of the
proposed hotel at the site. Garden Grove Sanitation District
hired a consultant to commence the monitoring and design a
landfill gas control system. The plans for the system are
expected to be submitted to our office by the .end of July.

QQH&L_EBAELQN OF HAZARDOUS WASTE JTRIKE FORCE MEMORANDUM OF
AGREEMENT {MOA).

Chief Executive Officer Eowan reported that the Board has
received information from the Air Resources Board and Water
Resources Control Board that the Hazardous Waste Strike Force
Memorandum of Agreement we received is different than the
document those two agencies received. Staff would like to
postpone this discussion to make sure we are dealing with the
correct document. This item will be rescheduled at a future
meeting of the Board.

APPROVAL OF DRAFT ANNUAL USED QIL REPORT
Staff Member Stone reported that this is the fifth report to the

Legislature on the status of the Board's used ¢il recycling
program. Five major areas covered in the report include:

@ ®
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1. The projected annual volume of used oil in California.

2. The annual volumetric data for collection, storage and
recycling of used oil,

3. PFiscal Year 1983-84 workplan activities completed.
4. Fiscal Year 1984-85 workplan activities to be completed.

5. Location of used 0il processing firms and collection,
storage and transfer operations in California.

Staff recommends that the Board approve the draft of the Used 0il
Annual Report.

It was moved by Board Member Moscone; seconded by Board Member
Brown and UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED:

THAT THE BOARD APPROVE THE DRAFT USED OIL ANNUAL REPORT

UPDATE QOF CURRENT LEGISLATION

Staff is recommending that the Board approve neutral positions on
the following bills:

SB 972 (Nielsen) . The purpose of this bill is to require
the Department of Health Services (DOHS)
to conduct or contract with any county
to conduct a survey of abandoned
hazardous waste sites, rank the sites,
and submit a report to the Legislature
indicating the findings of the survey.

AB 2133 (Jones) The purpose of this bill is to require
DOHS to: (1) adopt primary drinking
water standards including the maximum
allowable contaminant levels, (2} list
all contaminants found in drinking water
and establish standards for their
regulation and management, and (3)
notify public water systems to take
specified corrective actions.

It was moved by Board Member Beautrow; seconded by Board Member
Moscone and UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED:

THAT THE BOARD APPROVE NEUTRAL POSITIONS ON SB 972 AND
AB 2133

/3
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Director of Legislation Hayes reported that AB 1809, which was
discussed during the household hazardous waste agenda item
earlier in the day, had been scheduled for hearing July 17, but
the hearing was postponed. The Board currently has a "Support if
Amended" position on the bill. Ms. Hayes reported that
Assemblywoman Tanner's office will be working with proponents and
opponents of the bill during the legislative recess to reach
agreement on issues of conflict.

Chairman Roodzant and Board Member Beautrow stated that, after
hearing the discussion during the morning session, they felt that
the Board should take an Oppose position on AB 1809.

It was moved by Board Member Beautrow; seconded by Board Member
Stevens and CARRIED (Board Member Brown voted NO):

THAT THE BOARD CHANGE ITS POSITION ON AB 1809 TO OPPOSE

REPORT ON FRESNO WESTERN REGIONAL SOLJID WASTE SYMPOSIUM

Staff Menmber Stone reported on the Western Regional Solid Waste
Symposium in Fresno. Senator Vuich and Assemblyman Bradley made
presentations during the conference. One hundred twelve
evaluations of the conference have been received to date and the
majority of the comments were favorable. A few were critical
that the presentations were too lengthy and a few felt that
small groups would have been more effective for discussing
subject matter.

APPROVAL OF DRAFT ANNUAL REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE ON WASTE-TO-
ENERGY PROJECTS

Staff Member Rowden reported that the Government Code requires
the CWMB to submit an annual report to the Legislature describing
the status of six waste-to-energy projects funded by the Board.
These include projects in Alameda, San Francisco, San Diego, Los
Angeles, Contra Costa and Humboldt counties. The general intent
is to update the Legislature on the Board's efforts to promote
waste-to-energy in California through the originally funded
projects., In addition, it affords the Board the opportunity to
comment upon the realized or projected goals and objectives which
must be met for waste-to-energy to become a viable part of
California's future waste management strategy.

Staff recommended the Board approve the summary report for
submittal to the Legislature.

It was moved by Board Member Brown; seconded by Board Member
Moscone and UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED:

@ ®
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Minutes of the Meeting
July 18, 1985
Page Fifteen

THAT THE BOARD APPROVE THE ANNUAL REPORT TO THE LEGISLATﬁRE
ON WASTE-TO-ENERGY PROJECTS

RISCUSSION OF CONCEPT FOR STUDYING LANDFILL GAS MIGRATION

staff Member Dier reported that during its recent budget
deliberations for the 1985-86 Fiscal Year the Legislature
augmented the Board's budgeted contract funds for landfill gas
migration by $100,000. There are no apparent stipulations on how
these contract funds are to be spent.

At its May 2-3, 1985 meeting, the Board concurred in the use of

. $50,000 of FY 85/86 contract funds for development of a state-of-
the~art compendium of landfill gas control systems. The Gas
Research Institute (GRI) in Chicago has been approached to
contribute funds to our effort. They have indicated a
willingness to match our funds, up to $150,000, to examine gas
migration control issues. The first phase would produce a
summary of all known gas control systems, including location,
design, control efficiencies and cost together with any
associated gas monitoring data that exists for the site.

Chairman Roodzant suggested that rather than putting the entire
$150,000 into a gas control system study, $50,000 be used for a
waste characterization study. It was the consensus of the Board
Members that a waste characterization study would be a good use
of Board funds in light of the information received at the
earlier hearing today on household hazardous waste. The Board
directed staff to investigate the feasibility of performing a
waste characterization study for $50,000 and bring a
recommendation to the Board in August.

REVIEW OF EUTURE BOARD AGENDA ITEMS

Executive Officer Eowan reviewed the staff's list of proposed
agenda items for August with the Board.

Chairman Roodzant adjourned the meeting at 4:40 p.m.

AUTHENTICATED:

George T. Eowan
Chief Executive QOfficer
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IFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARUD

Agenda Item # 2
Date:22-23 August 1985

Consideration of Concurrence with the issuance of a Solid Waste
Facility Permit for the San Diego Resource Recovery Transfer
Station.

ITEM:
A proposed permit has been written for the San Diego
Resource Recovery Transfer Station to operate in the City of
San Diego, County of San Diego.

FACILITY FACTS:

Name: San Diego Resource Recovery Transfer Station

Project: Transfer facility change in owner/operator.

Location: 3660 Dalbergia St., San Diego, CA 92113.

Service Area: City and County of San Diego.

Operator: Bay Cities Services, Inc.

Owner: Stephen Cavadias, President, Bay Cities
Services, Inc.

Station Area: 21,000 sg. £t., concrete paved.

Permitted Capacity: 800 cubic yards per day.

Closure Date: Nonme forecast,

BACKGROUND :

Mr. Stephen Cavadias, President of Bay Cities Services, Inc. has
purchased the Consolidated Resource Recovery Transfer Station,
formerly operated by Sani-tainer, Inc., and is applying for a
permit to continue the operation of the facility which is now
called the San Diego Resource Recovery Transfer Station. This
facility has been in continucus operation since 1961 and received
its original Solid Waste Facility permit in 1979. It is located
in the light industrial/residential area of San Diego known as
Barrio Logan. : '

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

The Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) has determined that this
project qualifies as a "Class 1" categorical exemption under the
California Environmental Quality Act (Section 15301 of Title 14
of the California Administrative Code). This exemption allows
for slight modifications of existing projects without the
preparation of an environmental document. This facility existed
prior to the passage of the California Environmental Quality Act.

During its period of operation, the LEA has found no evidence to
indicate that the design and operation of the facility has posed
any threat to the environment.
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REQUIREMENTS FOR DETERMINATION OF CONFORMANCE:

This facility was established prior to August 28, 1974, and is
therefore exempt from the requirement of a determination of
conformance with the County Solid Waste Management Plan
(Government Code Section 66784).

REQUIRMENTS FOR CONCURRANCE WITH THE SOLID WASTE FACILITIES
PERMIT:

1. The operator has submitted an application and report of
station information to the California Waste Management Board
Local Enforcement Agency.

2. The proposed solid waste facility permit is consistent with
the San Diego CoSWMP.

3. The proposed solid waste facility permit is consistent with
the State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and
Disposal.

4. The California Waste Management Board and its staff have
reviewed the proposed solid waste facility permit and concur with
the form and content of the permit.

5. A finding of consistency with the General Plan (Government
Code Section 66796.41) is not required for this facility since
the facility was established prior to the passage of this
reguirement, -

BOARD OPTIQNS
1. No action

Not recommended as the project has met all the Boards
requirements for the facility permit.

2. Deny Permit

Not recommended as the project has met all the reguirements
for the permit. Delay of the permit would have an adverse affect
on this business, its recovery of a valuable resocurce and the
attendant reduction of volume being forwarded to landfill and
would adversly affect its contracted customers who depend on the
removal and proper disposal of their refuse.
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3. Concur with the Permit

This option is recommended as the facility has had a change
in operator. Said owner/operator has made improvements to the
facility which have enhancéed the appearance of the neighborhood
and improved the security of the facility.
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Board adopt resolution # 85-72, concurring
with the permit.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Draft Solid Waste Facility Permit
2. Draft CWMB Resolution # 85-72.
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ERATING PERMIT FOR FACILITIES
CEIVING SOLID WASTE

AUG 06 1985

TYPE OF FACILITY
Transfer/Resource
37 005
Recovery S5

FACILITY/PERMIT NUMBER

NAME AND STREET ADDRESS OF FACILITY

San Diego Resource Recovery Transfer Statiom

3660 Dalbergia Street
San Diego, CA 92113

NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS OF OPERATOR

Bay Cities Services Inc.
Box 13707
San Dieco, CA 92113

PERMITTING ENFORCEMENT AGENCY

CA Vaste Management Board

CITY/COUNTY

San Diego/ San Diego

PERMIT

This permit is granted solely to the operator named above, and is not transferrable.

Upon a change of operator, this permit is subject to revocation.

Upon a significant change in design or operation from that described by the Plan of Operation
or the Report of Station or Disposal Site Information, this permit is subject to revocation,

suspension, or modification.

This permit does not authorize the operation of any facility contrary to the State Minimum
Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal.

This permit cannot be considered as permission to violate existing laws, ordinances, regulations,
or statutes of other government agencies. .

The attached permit findings, conditions, prohibitions, and requirements are by this reference
incorporated herein and made a part of this permit.

APPROVED: .
{ ‘,’_‘/L%I )\k}’\p@

APPROVING 0F7ICER

AGENCY ADDRESS

CA Waste Management Board
1020 9th Street Roam 300

KerrvD .Jones, Chlef Lnforcement

Sacramento, CA 95814

NAME/TITLE

Division

AGENCY USEI_COMMENTS

SEAL

PERMIT RECEIVED BY CWMB

CWMB CONCURRANCE DATE |

PERMIT REVIEW DUME

L

PERMIT ISSUED DATE
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FINDINGS

1. This facility is an existing large volume resource recovery
transfer station which has been in continuous coperation since
1961. It consists of a 21,000 square foot concrete paved yard
which contains the operations area, facility offices, and some
shop facilities. An annual average of 400 cubic yards per day
(approximately 40 tons) of waste are received six days per week
between the hours of 0600 to 1700. Selected drop body loads are
dumped on the concrete deck of the yard adjacent to a paper baler
where salvageable materials are manually separated. Wastes which
are not salvageable are deposited in drop body bins and
transported to the City of San Diego Miramar landfill 12 miles
away. A compactor unit has been acquired for installation at the
facility in the near future to enhance the capability of handling
refuse for transfer. This facility receives nonhazardous solid
waste as defined by section 2523, article 2, subchapter 15,
chapter 3, Title 23 of the California Administrative Code and
includes: :

*Commercial and light industrial wastes
*Corrugated cardboard

*High grade and mixed paper

*Scrap lumber

*Poles and pilings

*Metal '

2. The design and operation of the facility are as described in
the report of station information dated December 20, 1984, which
is hereby made a part of this permit.

3. No changes in the design or operation of this facility,
except as authorized by this permit, are anticipated in the next
five years.

4, Operations at this facility have been found in compliance
with the State minimum standards during regularly scheduled CWMB
(acting as Local Enforcement Agency for the City of San Diego)
inspections.

5. This transfer facility was found consistent with the San
Diego County Solid Waste Management Plan by SSWMB resolution 79-
47.

6. This transfer facility was not required to be consistent with
the City General Plan as it was a grandfathered facility.
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7. The LEA for the City of San Diego has determined that the
project is exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act as indicated in CWMB permit decision,
resolution # 85-72.

8. This facility is compatible with the surrounding lapd use
which is zoned light industrial and residential.

9. This facility was in operation prior to August 15, 1977 and
is in conformance with local land use conditions.

10. This permit is consistent with the standards adopted by the
California Waste Management Board.

CONDITIONS
Requirements

1. 'This facility must comply with all of the State
Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and
Disposal.

2. The design and operation of this facility must
comply with all federal, state, and local
requirements and enactments,

3. Additional information concerning the design and
operation of this facility must be furnished upon
request of the enforcement agency.

Prohibitions

The following actions are prohibited at this facility:

ll

Scavenging,

Receipt of garbage or other putrescible material.
Receipt of liquid wastes.

Receipt of hazardous wastes.

Receipt of dead animals.
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Specifications

l. No significant change in design or operation from that
described in the FINDINGS is allowed except for those
changes which are required under the CONDITIONS portion of
this permit

2. An annual report shall be made to the enforcement agency
reporting the estimated weights or volumes handled during
the previous year and listing special occurrances such as
fires, injury, property damage, accidents, explosions,
incidents involving hazardous waste, flooding, and other
unusual occurrances (Sec. 17424)

3. The operator shall remove all .non-salvagable wastes at
least every 48 hours,

4, This transfer station has a permitted daily capacity of
800 cubic yards per day and shall not receive more than 800
cubic yards per day of solid wastes unless it first obtains
a modification of this permit.

Provisions

1. This permit is subject to review by the enforcement
agency and may be suspended, revcked, or modified at any
time for sufficient cause.

2, In event of receipt of wastes which could pose a
threat to public health and safety the operator shall
immediately cause them to be removed to proper dispasal or
if necessary initiate emergency procedures, notifiying
appropriate emergency response agencies (SDFD, County
Health, etc.). The LEA shall be notified immediately of the
problem and of action being taken,

Monitoring Program

The following items shall be monitored by the operator of this
facility. Records including, but not limited to these items,
shall be kept and made available to the enforcement agency upon
request:
1. Special occurrences such as accidents, fires, injuries,
etc.
2. Volume of material processed each month (received,
salvaged, transferred)
3. Number of vehicles using site each month

Al



CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Resolution # B85-72

SOLID WASTE FACILITY
PERMIT DECISION, SAN DIEGO RESQOURCE RECOVERY TRANSFER
: STATION

WHEREAS, Bay Cities, Inc. has applied for a permit
because of a change in operator; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that this facility was
established prior to Rugust 28, 1974 and, therefore, a
determination of conformance with the County Solid Waste
Management Plan is not required; and

-

WHEREAS, the Board finds that a finding of consistency
with the general plan is not required because the project was
established prior to the passage of this requirement; and

WHEREAS, the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) has
submitted an appropriate proposed Solid Waste Facilities Permit
No. 37-SS-005 to this Board for concurrence with or objection to

~its issuance; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds the proposed permit is
consistent with the San Diego County Solid Waste Management Plan,
and the State Minimum Standards for Scolid Waste Handling and
Disposal; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the LER for the City of
San Diego has determined the project is exempt from the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, and the
Board concurs with the exempt determination.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California
Waste Management Board concurs with the proposed Solid Waste
Facilities Permit No, 37-S5-005.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Chief Executive Officer of the California Waste
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a
full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Waste Management Board
held on August 22-23, 1985,

Dated:

George T, Fowan
Chief Executive Officer
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California Waste Management Board
Agenda Itea §#3
August 22-23, 1985

TTEM:

Consideration of Removal of the San Jose Transfer and Recycling
Center, Santa Clara County, from the State Non-Complying Waste
FPacilities List.

BACKGROUND :

On June 28, 1984, the California Waste Management Board adopted
Resolution #84-58 placing the San Jose Transfer and Recycling Center
on the State List of Non-Complying Waste Facilities. The violations
of the facility were:

Title 14 California Administrative Code, Division 7,

Chapter 3,

Section 17471 - Adequate number of qualified personnel

Section 17473 - Adequate supervision

Section 17496 - Contact between public and waste
minimized, barriers provided as
necessary

Section 17497 - Safety equipment in use and being worn

Section 17512 - Cleaning

Section 17513 - Solid waste removal

Section 17531 - Nuisance control

Section 17546 - Equipment {under repair with no back-up)

Section 17556 - 17557 - Maintenance

On September 21, 1984, the City of San Jose Department of Private
Development/Neighborhood Preservation (the local enforcement agency)
issued a Notice and Order, and citation to the owner/operator of the
facility requiring that the site cease operations until it is brought
into compliance. Subsequently, as the site continued operating in
non—-compliance with the State Minimum Standards, the City of San Jose
issued a second citation to the site owner/operator on February 21,
1985, This citation scheduled a court hearing for March 21, 1985.
During this hearing the owner pled no contest to the citation and was
fined and placed on a conditional three-year probation to operate in
and maintain compliance with the State Minimum Standards. Since March
-the operator has been showing consistant improvement, and the LEA will
continue to perform weekly inspections.
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Agenda Item §#3
Page Two

On June 26, 1985 the LEA informed staff the site was operating in
compliance with the State Minimum Standards. This was confirmed by
Board staff during an inspection on July 16, 1985,

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Board remove the San Jose Transfer and
Recycling Center from the list of non-complying waste facilities,




California Waste Management Board

Resolution $85-71
August 22-23, 1985

Removal of the San Jose Transfer and Recycling Center, Santa Clara
County from the State List -of Non—-Complying Waste Facilities.

WHEREAS, on June 28, 1984, the California Waste Management
Board placed the San Jose Transfer and Recycling Center on the list of
non-complying waste facilities; and

WHEREAS, per Government Code section 66796.39, the site must
be in compliance within a maximum of one year from the date of listing
or the LEA shall revoke the site's operating permit; and

WHEREAS, on June 26, 1984 the City of San Jose Department of
Private Development/Neighborhood Preservation (the local enforcement
agency) notified Board staff that the site was operating in compllance
with the State Minimum Standards; and

WHEREAS, on July 16, 1985 Board staff conducted a
reinspection of the San Jose Transfer and Recycling Center and
verified that it is operating in compliance with the State Minimum
Standards;

NOW, THEREFCRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Chief Executive
Officer is authorized to remove the San Jose Transfer and Recycling
Center from the state list of non-complying waste facilities.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Chief Executive Officer of the California Waste
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full,
true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted at a
meeting of the California Waste Management Board held on August 22-23,
1985.

Dated:

George T. Eowan
Chief Executive Officer
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CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Agenda Item §# 4
August 22-23, 1985
ITEM:
Approval of the first Revision of the Santa Clara County Solid

" Waste Management Plan {CoSWMP).

BACKGROUND 3

The Santa Clara County Sclid Waste Management Plan was approved
by the Board on June 9, 1978, 1In May of 1981, the County
submitted a Plan Review Report, as required by Govermnment Code
Section 66780.5 (b). In that Report, the County concluded that
no revisions to the Plan were necessary. After review and
analysis of that document and the current county solid waste
system, the Board's staff identified several areas of the Plan in
need of revision. Based on staff findings, the Board, at its
February 24-25, 1983 meeting, directed the County to revise the
CoSWMP in the following areas:

Adequacy of the Data Base (CAC Section 17131)
Disposal (CAC Section 17134)

Resource Recovery (CAC Section 17135)

Economic Feasibility (CAC Section 17139)
Implementation of the Plan (CAC Section 17139)
Enforcement Plan {Govt. Code Section 66780.5)

(o S RN PV S

At the Board's November 15-16, 1984 meeting, the County was given
a time extension until July 31, 1985 to complete its Plan
Revision.

The Santa Clara County Office of Planning submitted a preliminary
draft of the Plan Revision to the Board in November, 1984, Board
staff reviewed and commented on that document in January, 1985.
The Plan Revision was circulated and approved by 13 of 15
incorporated cities. Two other incorporated cities; Los Altos
and Los Altos Hills, took no action on the Plan., On June 11,
1985, the Board of Supervisors, by resolution, approved the Plan
Revision (see Attachment 2). On June 18, 1985, the County
submitted the approved Plan Revision to the Board (Attachment 1),

Copies of the Plan Revision were sent to the State Water
Resources Control Beoard, the Regional Water Quality Control
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Board, the Air Resources Board and the Department of Health
Services, No comments from these agencies were received. A copy
of the Plan Revision was also sent to the regional agency, the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). Comments received
encourage the early countywide implementation of the extensive
recycling activities that are already underway in some cities
{see attachment). '

A representative of the County will attend the Board meeting and
make a brief oral presentation on the Plan Revision and the solid
waste system in Santa Clara County and answer any questions from
the Board.,

PLAN SUMMARY:

The most significant features of the Plan Revision are as
follows:

Chapter 2 — Implementation Plan

The Implementation Plan reflects the cooperative efforts of the
cities within Santa Clara County. The Plan considers the
objectives and the short, medium and long-term measures to
achieve the objectives for the areas of collection, disposal,
resource recovery, enforcement, decisionmaking structure, public
involvement and general administration. Short-term measures
cover the period 1985-1989, medium-term measures cover the period
1990-1994, and long-term measures cover the period 1995-2000.

Collection

The Implementation Plan for collection activities in the Plan
Revision recommends several studies be prepared to assist the
cities (who are responsible for solid waste cecllection) in
providing adequate collection services. Some of these studies
will include an analysis of rate increases over the past five
years, an annual survey of collection and disposal fees for each
community, and an examination of the extent of special collection
services, The Plan Revision concludes that collecticon of sclid
waste in the County was satisfactory; conseguently, no major
actions were included in the Implementation Plan.

Disposal

Disposal capacity has been identified in the Plan Revision as the
most critical issue facing Santa Clara County. Between 1975 and
1984, six of the fourteen landfills in Santa Clara County ceased
operation. Currently, only seven landfills are fully permitted
and operating.
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Approximately 1,691,303 tons of waste are disposed in Santa Clara
County landfills each year. Four of the landfills are publicly
owned: Palo Alto (permitted capacity, 154 acres; closure date,
1999); Mountain View (permitted capacity, 200 acres: closure
date, 2015); Sunnyvale(permitted capacity, 78 acres; closure

date, 1994); and Santa Clara (permitted capacity, 93 acres;
closure date, 1992).

Three of the landfills are privately owned: Newby Island by
International Disposal, Inc., a subsidiary of Browning Ferris
Industries (permitted capacity, 344 acres; closure date, 2014);
Guadalupe by Guadalupe Rubbish Disposal (permitted capacity, 75
acres; closure date, 2002); and Pacheco Pass by South Valley
Refuse (permitted capacity, 76 acres; closure date, 1992).

The Implementation Plan recommends that certain studies be
completed in order to provide information critical to landfill
capacity planning. Although no waste is disposed outside the
County, the Plan Implementation calls for the examination of
regulations and ordinances which inhibit the flow of solid waste
to disposal facilities in the Bay Area. This is the County's
effort to seek landfill sites inside and outside the County to
meet long—term needs for disposal capacity. ‘

Resource Recovery

The Implementation Plan separates resource recovery activities
into program coordination, recycling and waste-to-energy.

Because of the critical nature of the County's disposal capacity,
the decreasing amount of waste generated through recycling is
given a high priority in this Plan Revision. According to

the Board's recycling staff, approximately 9% of the total waste
generated in Santa Clara County is diverted from landfills.
Cities with disposal capacity limitations such as Sunnyvale, Palo
Alto and Los Altos have instituted curbside recycling programs
that are now considered to be successful due to significantly
increased participation rates (between 60% and 70%) and expanded
recycling programs, as well as the emergence of new programs.

Of special significance is the recent emergence in recycling
efforts of the commercial and industrial sectors. This is of
particular importance in light of the fact that these sectors
generate 50% of the waste in the County. The Implementation Plan
reflects the County's commitment to an aggressive program for
resource recovery, including a number of studies to ensure that
necessary facilities are financed and constructed which fit the
region's resource recovery abilities and needs.: In the
Implementation Plan the County is proposing to reduce the waste .

stream by 75% through recycling and energy recovery by the year
2004,
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Enforcement

The Plan Revision describes the enforcement of sclid waste
management within the County as fragmented with 16 separate
Enforcement Agencies., Several actual and potential problems were
identified in the Plan Revision { i.e. the lack of knowledge and
effectiveness of the enforcement efforts, the discovery of
methane gas migration at landfills, and the identification and
evaluation of closed landfills). As a result, enforcement has
become one of the priority tasks identified in the Plan. The
Implementation Plan also calls for a countywide review of the
enforcement system with the intent of improving it and for
developing a fee structure to fund regular inspections.

Decisionmaking Structure

Santa Clara County's present decisionmaking structure for solid
waste management was devised in 1977, before the enforcement
pregram was instituted. Since that time, numercus changes have
been made in the areas of planning, enforcement, and siting
reguirements. The major objective is to develop an ongoing,
countywide approach to solid waste management decisionmaking
which is easily understood, credible, accountable, responsive,
and effective,

The Implementation Plan calls for tasks to identify state and
regional agencies and regulations affecting solid waste
decisionmaking in the County, and for a review of the role of the
public and the roles and responsibilities of the cities, the
County and the private solid waste industry.

Public Involvement

The County s interest in soliciting public opinion prior to
siting new solid waste facilities stems from numerous instances
of the public’'s rejection of proposed solid waste facilities
throughout Santa Clara County, California and the Nation. The
objective of this component of the solid waste program is to
develop a process involving a countywide effort to inform and
invelve the public in solid waste decisionmaking. In order to
accomplish this, the Implementation Plan calls for the
development of a countywide comprehensive multi-media public
information and education campaign to inform those who generate
solid waste about the issues associated with disposing of it.

Chapter 3 — History of Solid Waste Planning

This chapter provides historical background information beginning
with the County's early solid waste management practices before
1956 to the requirements of the Nejedly-2'Berg-Dills Solid Waste
Management and Resource Recovery Act and the preparation of the
first Santa Clara CoSWMP, This historical perspective covers the

/" ;
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creation of the North Santa Clara County Solid Waste Management
Authority formed to examine the potential of joint efforts in
waste management,

Chapter 4 - Supporting Information

This chapter provides the basis for the direction of the Plan and
its Implementation Schedule. It is broken down into eight
segments: study area characteristics including population/
employment and economics, a description of the County's waste
collection system, the status of the County's disposal profile;
the identification of landfill sites and transfer stations; the
County's special waste stream; resource recovery efforts; the
enforcement program; and the decisionmaking structure and public
involvement,

STATUS OF NON-COMPLYING FACILITIES:

There are two disposal sites placed on the RCRA Open Dump
Inventory (ODI) and a transfer station placed on the Presley List
for various vioclations. Both landfills are closed sites.
Marshland Disposal Site (60 acres) was placed on the ODI in
January of 1981 for violations of disease, safety/fire. The San
Jose Municipal Disposal Ground (80 acres) was placed on the ODI
in September 1980 for disease, fire, safety/access and
safety/gas. A Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) evaluation prepared
by Board staff directed the City of San Jose to increase City
solid waste enforcement staffing and submit compliance schedules
for both sites by December, 1985, or the Board would consider
dedesignation of the LEA.

The San Jose Transfer Station was placed on the Presley List in
June 1984 for several violations, most of which related to the
maintenance of the site and to waste removal. On July 16, 1985,
the site was reinspected by Board staff, found in compliance
with the Presley Act, and in agenda item # 3 is recommended to
the Board for removal from the List of Noncomplying Waste
Facilities,

San Jose Transfer and Recycling Center

This transfer station was not included in the first Plan Revision
for the following reasons:

1. The City of San Jose issued the owner/operator a citation and
a Cease and Desist Order on September 21, 1984, to close the
operation of the facility, for complaints and violations
surrounding its operational practices.

2. Between September 1984 and March 1985, court hearings were
being held for these repeated violations during the period in
which the Plan Revision in final form was being circulated to
the cities for final approval.
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There was some guestion as to whether the transfer station
had a valid solid waste facility permit, as its operation
began after the Board's adoption of the original CoSWMP and
it was not amended into the Plan. It was not until
approximately December, 1984, that Board staff was able to
ascertain that the transfer station had received a valid
solid waste facility permit. By that time, it seemed likely
that the transfer station would not be found in compliance
with regulations and that the City of San Jose would seek to
close down the coperation.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT:

A Negative Declaration was prepared for the Plan Revision and
circulated and certified by the County Board of Supervisors, in
accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental

A Notice of Determination was also filed on with the County

Clerk and the State Clearinghouse on June 5, 1985 (Attachment 3).

BOARD OPTIONS:

No Action - This option would delay approval which would
seriously affect the implementation of critical plans for
expanding recycling and resource recovery activities, the
development of effective enforcement programs and the
resolution of long—-term disposal capacity.

Disapprove - This option is not recommended since the Plan
Revision substantially complies with the Board's Planning
Guidelines and State Policy.

Approve — This is the recommended option., Staff has reviewed
the Revision in its final form and has concluded that the
County has satisfactorily revised the elements of the Plan as
required by the Board to bring it into full compliance with
the State Policy and the Board's Planning Guidelines.,

RECOMMENDATION

Based on all of the above, staff recommends the Board approve the
first Plan Revision for the County of Santa Clara and adopt
Resolution #85-70.

ATTACHMENTS :

June 18, 1985 Letter of Transmittal from the County of Santa
Clara
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Board of Supervisors Resolution adopting the 1984 Revision to
the Santa Clara County Solid Waste Management Plan

A Copy of the Notice of Determination filed with the County
Clerk and the State Clearinghouse dated June 5, 1985

Comments on Revision from the regional agency

California Waste Management Board Resolution #85-70



ATTACHMENT #1

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS _ VA e e

COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 7 ROD DIRIDON
COQUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER, EAST WING SUPERVISOR FOURTH GISTRICT
70 WEST HEDDING ST. /[ SAN JOSE,CA 95110 / €08) 2690-2323 CHAIRPERSON, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

June 18, 1985

Mr. Sherman E. Roodzant, Chairperson
California Waste Management Board
1020 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95808

Dear Mr. Roodzant:

The Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors is pleased to transmit
to your Board for approval the 1984 Revision of the Solid Waste
Management Plan for Santa Clara County.

The Revision not only meets State law requirements, but also
complies with the intent upon which those requirements are based: to
discharge the responsibilities local governments have to confront
the challenging issues associated with solid waste disposal.

Enclosed you will find the following:

20 copies of the 1984 Revision
Resolutions of approval from the 13 cities approving
the Revision by resolution

° The Board of Supervisors' resolution of approval

° Proof of delivery to the two cities which approved
the Revision by taking no action during.the 9%0-day
approval process

° A summary of city responses to the proposed Revision

™ 'The Notice of Determination and the Negative
Declaration

° A copy of the letter from the regional agency
indicating compliance with Title 14, Chapter 2,
Article 7, Section 17149 of the California
Administrative Code

f/
o o
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Mr. Sherman E. Roodzant, Chairperson
California Waste Management Board
1020 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95808

June 18, 1985
Page 2

We believe submittal of the above documents to the California Waste
Management Board satisfies requirements set forth in Title 14,
Chapter 2, Article 7, Section 17152 of the California Administrative
Code.

If you have any questions on the Revision or the process by which it
was developed, please contact Cynthia Sievers, Staff Coordinator for
the Santa Clara County Solid Waste Program (408) 299-2521.

Please express our appreciation to your staff for the fine
assistance and support they provided us in the preparation of the
Revision.

Sincerely,

od Diridon, Chairperson
Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors

CQS:RD:ad

Enclosures

D#SWMP# ;Chap#3(N/V)
CQSSER
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RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF -
THE COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA CERTIFYING AS '
COMPLETE THE FINAL ORAFT OF THE 1984 REVISION

OF THE COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN;
DIRECTING SUBMITTAL OF SAID FINAL DRAFT TO THE ..:..
CITIES FOR ACTION; AND ADOPTING A NEGATIVE
DECLARATION UNDER CEQA IN CONNECTION THEREWITH

RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa
Clara, State of California, that: L e e :yﬁg’;;.
WHEREAS, the California Waste Management Board has cau;é& the iggifG
County of Santa Clara to prepare a draft Revisicn to updafe thelng--~- -
Solid Waste Management Plan for Santa Clara County in accofdan;é" .

with Section 17141(c) of Title 14 of the California Administrative

Code; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Clara
has prepared, in accérdance with the law, the Final Draft of said
Revision and proposes to submi; same to each of the cities of the
county for action pursuant to Section 17146 of Title 14 of the
California Administrative Code, subject to a later hearing and
final action before the 8Board of Supervisors if a majority of the
- cities within the county which contain a majority of the popula-
fion of the incorporated area of the county approve said Final
Draft of the Revision; and

WHEREAS, said Revision is considered a Project under the
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and

WHEREAS, said Final Draft of the Revision as prepared sets
forth a countywide solid waste planning prcéess, proposes no . :
specific changes to existing siting decisions, updates inform&tion
on existing solid waste management systems, and outlines a work
program to develop improvements in the existing planning system

® ® e

countywide; and
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.= " BE IT FURTHER R;ESULVED that the Director of Planning and

Development shall transmit this resolution and the negative
declaration to the cities of Santa Clara County with the Final
Draft of the 1984 Revision to the Solid Waste Management Plan for

Santa Clara County for action pursuant to Section 17146 of Title

. 14 of the California Administrative Code.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County

of Santa Clara, State of California, on FEB 25 :9ac /

by the following vote: ;
AYES: Supervisors DIRIDON, LEGAN, LOFGREN. MCRENNA. WILSON
NOES: -~ Supervisors NONE

ABSENT: Supervisors VCNB

ROD rIDON, Chairman
Board of Supervisors

APFROVED AS TO FQRM AND LEGALITY:

ol 3o

NALD J. FALLON
Deputy C0unty Counsel

DJF/hh (7007L) ,



ATTACHMENT #3

. Department of Planring and Development
OQtfice of Planning

County Government Center, East Wing

County of Santa Clara | | B 3 °333’h?f-§g"r'n§§§£f;‘é -
California , R
Filing Date:
_ _ JUN 7%
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION Lo Uy o, 3 g5
; : Ciaa-ler
TO: County Clerk E Office of Planning & Rgs?é hoo e ':,
County of Santa Clara 1400 Tenth St., Room 121
_ . Sacramento, CA 95814 > '
SUBJECT:  Filing of Notice of Determination. TRy
—F";ojectfitle File Number
. 1984 REVISION .o
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR SANTA CLARA COUNTY -
State Clearinghouse Number County Contact Person Telephone No.
1{If submitted to Clearinghouse) -
SCH #84113009 ) Cynthia Q. Sievers 408/299-2521
Project Location APN(s)

County of Santa Clara

Project Description pevision of the County Solid Waste Management Plan, an
pmendment to the Plan up-dating certain information as required

This is to advise that the Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors ({decision-maker)
has approved the above described project on June 5, 1985 ______(Date) and has made
the following determinations regarding the above described project. The Environmental

Impact Report or Negative Declaration and record of project approval may be examined
at the Santa Clara County Office of Planning.

I. The project will, _X will not, have a significant effect on the
environment.
2. X A Negatwe Declaration was prﬂpared for this  project pursuant to the

prov:s;ons of CEQA.

Mitigation measures have been made a condition of approval of
the project.

3. An Environmental Impact erort has been prepared for thxs prolect
pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

Mitigation measures have been made a condition of approval of
the project.

_ A statement of overriding considerations was adopted for this

project pursuant to the provisions of SEQA. .
|gna.ture 7
- itle
December 5, 1984
ad #1-1: NOT/DETERIHG

@ An Equal Opportunity Employer

o ® 3F

Date:  June 5, 1985
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4 Department of Planning mm:;r:;
-’ Coynty Government Canter, East Wing
. 70 West Ho'dd:ng g;r‘o:(;
County of Santa Clara ' _ : SanJose, O 99,2521
Callforn!a - ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT o . -
File No.: - : 5P°“5°5ANIA_CLA8A_C.QHNIY_____.
Date: __ —January 24, 1985 Project: Lﬂﬂﬁ_ﬂﬂiﬂnn.m_ﬂle .
. Solid Waste Management . ot
Prcpared by' Bey g; Y. 5939[1 : Planof Santa Clara Caunty . 7

Reviewed by: _Hygbﬁ.r_qbgm_ﬂﬂ_é\ —

RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

D CATECORICALLY EXEMPT. Project is within a class of pro]ects determmed not to have a

significant efiect on the envircnment.

E NEGATIVE DECLARATION. The proposed project could not have a sngnmca‘:.{t effect on the

environment, or, although the proposed project could have a szgmncant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case if the mitigation measures are
added to the project. (In this case, if mitigation does not occur through: (1) a change in plans;
or (2} an enforceable commitment from the applicant, an EIR would be required).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT IS REQUIRED. The proposed project may have
significant eifects on the environment. These significant effects, as determined by the [nitial
Study and other sources, will be evaluated in an EIR.

D

- ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

Land Use/General Plan Safety

Geologic . Air Quality

Resources/Parks Noise

Y egagT e B TN LT ¥ WP B T S

Flora and Fauna ~ ~ 7% - Energy ~ T

Transportation Historical/Archaeological

Public Services & Utilities

OO0 oooo

O

n

_ . O
Waste/Sewage/Water Quality . D Aesthetic

0

O

.

Housing

DISCUSSION (continued on back)

Statff Conclusion:

(SEE ATTACHED SHEETS)

L An Eque! Opportunity Employer
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the countywide decisionmaking structure for solid waste planning, management, and

_ enforcement. -

The 1934 Revision states that the most critical solid waste problem facing communities in
the County is insufficient long-term (20 years) disposal capacity. A city can secure long-
term disposal capacity in two ways: (1) own a permitted landfill which has 20 or more
years of capacity or (2) negotiate a long-term disposal agreement with the owner of a
permitted landfill which has sufficient long-term capacity. When this criteria is applied
to cities in the County, only Mountain View can claim long-term disposal capacity. In
order to resolve the issue of long-term disposal capacity the Revision further states that a
cooperative effort must be undertaken that involves the jurisdictions wishing to export
waste, jurisdictions being asked to import waste, and the private solid waste disposal
companies. In other words, if one city wants to export its solid waste, it must find
another jurisdiction willing to take it. The implementation Plan is specifically designed to
encourage cooperative efforts by setting up an on-going planning process in the hopes of
siting new landfills, where necessary and working out long-term disposal agreernents

between communities.

Environmental impacts which ecould potentially occur as a result of waste export/import

"might be associated with the development of transfer stations, long hauls of refuse in

transfer trailers over public roadways, possible increased traffic congestion or air
pellution. Site specific proposals which evoive from the countywide planning process
would be individually evaluated during the environmental assessment process for each
specific project proposal. No such evaluations can be made at this time since no specific

projects are proposed in the Revision.

BS:ad

ad#fEA/StR{#2 : X
Staf/Con/BS
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ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS
MetroCenter

Eighth & Qak Streets
Qakland r
(415) 464-7900 O

ST
T N w1 "\-'
PO, B 2030 | &G A \\ \

Qakland, CA 94504

April 29, 1985 poliTh BT

Cynthia Q. Sievers

Staff Cooxrdinator

Solid Waste Program

Santa Clara County Office of
Planning

County Government Center, Easc _ e
Wing

70 West Hedding Street

San Jose, CA 355110

RE: Santa Clara County Solid Waste Management Plan - 1984 Revision
Dear Cynthia:

Our staff review of the draft revision of Santa Clara County's Solid taste
Management Plan and Implementation Program finds that it is consistent with
the Bay Area's regional solid waste management plan. It providas for a con-
tinuing planning and implementation process carried out cooperatiwvely by
local goverrments, the private solid waste and recycling industries, and
citizens, recognizing that conditions within the county — and regiomwide —-
make cooperaticn and accommodation essential if the county is to meet its
objectives for resource recovery and assuring adequate landfill capacity.

The Implementation Plan contains cbjectives and short-term (1985-39), mid-
taerm (1990-94), and long-term (1995-2004) tasks for collection, disposal,
rasource recovaery, enforcement, decision making, and public involvement.
Saort-term tasks are aimed at strengthening the implementation capability,
increasing the credibility of the enforcement program, maintaining a high
degree of vublic awareness of prcblems and involvement in solutions, ex-—
panding resource recovery activities, and developing a reliable, consistent
countywide data base for waste quantities and composition. This latter
task should be undertaken as soon as possible if the County and its cities
are to achieve the commendable chjective of reducing the waste stream by
75% through reduction, recycling and energy recovery by the year 2004, when
economically feasible compared to long-term life cycle landfill disposal
costs (e.g., recycling 25% and reduce an additional 50% of the waste stream
through waste-to—energy facilities}.

In its present form, the Plan contains only general references to waste
stream characteristics by community or by land use. Specific information
about where recyclables are generated and in what amounts is essential to
expanding resource recovery and reducing dependence on landfills. It is
basic to developing programs for source separation of recyclables, separate
collection and delivery directly to processing facilities, recycling indus-

Representing City and County Governments of the San Francisco Bay Area

ATTACHMENT #4

24



ATTACHMENT #5

CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
‘Resolution #B85-70

August 22-23, 1985

Resolution of Approval of the First Revision to the Santa Clara
County Solid Waste Management Plan,

WHEREAS, the Nejedly-2'Berg-Dills Scolid Waste Manage-
ment and Resource Recovery Act of 1972 (hereafter referred to as
the Act), requires each County, in cooperation with affected
local jurisdictions, to prepare a comprehensive, coordinated
Solid Waste Management Plan consistent with State Policy and
Planning Guidelines; and ]

WHEREAS, the County of Santa Clara prepared a Solid
Waste Management Plan which was approved by the California Waste
Management Board on June 9, 1978; and

WHEREAS, the Act requires that approved Solid Waste
Management Plans be revised, if appropriate, at least every three
years; and

WHEREAS, the County of Santa Clara reviewed its Plan,
and on February 24, 1983 the California Waste Management Board
accepted the County Plan Review Report and identified a need to
prepare a Plan Revision; and

WHEREAS, the County of Santa Clara has prepared a
revised Solid Waste Management Plan as required by the.California
Waste Management Board; and

WHEREAS, a resolution of approval was .passed by the
Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors; and

WHEREAS, the County of Santa Clara submitted

resolutions of approval from all of the incorporated cities; and

WHEREAS, the County of Santa Clara has submitted
evidence that the remaining twoc incorporated cities have had 90
days to approve the Plan Revision and took no actions; and

WHEREAS, the Plan Revision was circulated to other
state agencies with involvement in soclid waste management; and

. f‘.’
® S22
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WHEREAS, the Board finds that the Negative Declaration

for the Plan Revision has been prepared and circulated in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; and

WHEREAS, the Board and the Board's staff has reviewed
the Plan Revision and found that it substantially complies with
the State Policy and Planning Guidelines for the
preparation and revision of Solid Waste Management Plans.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California
Waste Mangement Board hereby approves the submitted revised
Santa Clara County Solid Waste Management Plan.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Chief Executive Officer of the California Waste
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a
full, true and correct copy of a Resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Waste Management Board
held on August 22-23, 1985,

Dated:

Gecorge T. Eowan
Chief Executive Officer

3



CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD N
Agenda Item # 5
August 22-23, 1985
ITEM:
Consideration of approval cf the first Revision of the Lake

County Solid Waste Management Plan,

BACKGROUND @

The original Lake County Solid Waste Management Plan (CoSWMP) was
approved by the California Waste Management Board (CWMB) on March
26, 1976, On October 11, 1982, the County submitted a Triennial
Plan Review Report to the Board. On November 19, 1982, the Board
accepted the Lake County Plan Review Report and directed the
County to revise the Plan in the following areas:-

1., Enforcement Program
2. Resources Recovery

The Lake County Department of Public Works submitted a
preliminary draft of the Plan Revision to the Board on August 5,
1983, The draft was reviewed by staff and comments on the
draft Revision were sent to the County.

The incorporated cities of Lakeport and Clearlake, representing a
majority of cities with a majority of the population, have approved
the Plan Revision. The County Board of Supervisors approved

the Plan Revision on June 11, 1985. The final Plan Revision was
received by Board staff on June 22, 1985.

Copies of the Plan Revision have been provided to all members of
the Board. The Plan Revision was also circulated for review and
comment to the State Water Resources Control Board, the Air
Resources Board, the Department of Bealth Services and the
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, No
significant comments were provided by these agencies on the Plan
Revision,



PLAN SUMMARY:

Overview of Sclid Waste System

Lake County is a small rural county with a population of 47,000.
The County generates 160 tons per day of residential and
commercial waste, all of which is disposed of at the County's
Fastlake Sanitary Landfill, The only transfer station is located
at the Northeast end of Clear Lake and services the northern area
of the County.

Public Sites

Site Life Remaining
Tons/Day Years Capacity
(Tons)
Landfill:
Eastlake Sanitary L.F. 200 40 2,520,000
Transfer Station:
Lakeport 85 N/A N/A

The County's existing facilities are considered adegquate for
current and future conditions with 40 years of site life
remaining. The County's solid waste management budget for 1985
is $700,000 for equipment, manpower, and site operations.

At the Eastlake Landfill, the County is implementing a leacheate
control system, as directed by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board.

Private Sites

The County has two privately owned hazardous waste {gecthermal)
sites: Kelseyville (IT Corp.) and Middletown (Geothermal
Industries, Inc.).

Revision Features

The most significant features of the Plan Revision are as
follows:

Section 1 Enforcement Program Plan

The enforcement responsibilities, goals, and procedures used by
the County Department of Environmental Health in carrying out
their duties as the Local Enforcement Agency are described under
this heading. Measures used by the Department of Environmental
Health in permitting Solid Waste Facilities and the inspection of
solid waste vehicles are also included in this section.

No sites in the County are on the Open Dump Inventory. The
County Enforcement Program was developed in compliance with the
Guidance Manual for Preparation of Local Solid Waste Agency
Program Plans prepared by the California Waste Management Board.

45
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Section 2 Resource Recovery

The current program of resource recovery in the County is
discussed in this section. Seven companies recover aluminum and
other metals, while six local markets recover and sell cardboard
obtained in their grocery operations. Six gasoline stations are
currently recycling used motor oil. The feasibility of producing
steam and electricity through a biomass operation is currently
being studied through a grant from the California Energy
Commission.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT:

A Negative Declaration for the Plan Revision was prepared and
circulated and adopted by the County Board of Supervisors on
June 11, 1985.

OPTIONS FOR BOARD ACTION:

1. Approve the Plan Revision as submitted. This is the action
staff recommends.

2. Take no action. This option would only delay implementation
of the County Plan Revision, and no purpose would be served
by this delay. Staff does not recommend this option.

3. Deny approval of the Plan Revision. Staff does not recommend
this option as the document substantially fulfills the
Board's requirements for revision of the County Solid Waste
Management Plan.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Board approve the Lake County Solid Waste
Management Plan Revision as submitted and adopt Resolution #85-
66.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Letter of Transmittal, Eugene P. Collins, Director, Lake
County Department of Public Works dated June 20, 1985.

2. Negative Declaration, dated June 11, 1985 filed with the
County Clerk.

3. Proposed Resolution #85-66, approving the first Lake County
Solid Waste Management Plan Revision.

&
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June 20, 1985

Herb Iwahiro, Chief

Waste Management Division
California Waste Management Board
1020 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, California 95814

Subject: Lake County Sclid Waste Management Plan Addendum
Dear Mr. Iwahiro:

In response to your letter dated August 24, 1983, enclosed please find
the following documents:

1. Resolution 85-58, City of Clearlake approval of Addendum to
Solid Waste Management Plan;

2. Resolution 1451 (85), City of Lakeport approval of Solid Waste
: Management Plan;

3. Minute Order, June 11, 1985, approval of County of Lake Solid
Waste Management and Enforcement Plan, as revised;

4. Solid Waste Management Plan Addendum (20 copies).

If you need any further information, please do not hesitate to contact
this office.

Sincerely,

—
-~
-

. _7 - -
Z/i‘/’-’ P e ,/ ’E{Zd i~
EUGENE P. COLLINS
Public Works Director

EPC:vw

263-2366
263-2241
263-2241

. 263-2341
. 263-2381

#7
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LAKE COUNTY PLAKNIRNG DEPARTHMENT
255 N. Forbes Street
Lakeport, California 95453
NEGATIVE DECLARATiO" OF ERVIRONMEIHTAL IMPACT

APPLICANT: 1S 84-93 LAKE COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT & ENFORCEMENT PLAN

DATE OF APPLICATION: fugust 7. 1984 DATE OF FiNDING: & -// -85

General description of proposed project: REVISIONS TO THE LAKE COUNTY SOLID

WASTE MARAGENMENT AND ENFORCEMENT PLAN

EILED

With The Board i Supenasals

o oft-Yhe-Gounty ot lake

T Date o © ':..,"ﬂ__ _____
O‘S R HFQT‘_ ‘L»

Location of proposed project: _ {ounty-wide ) w o

B\’...K...,,._".‘.Zf-'d.. . ,_{e ':.{.,'!".-.-!‘.f:.'........._
- Danuty Touity S;‘Erk

The proposed project has been evaluated by the:

) Board of Supervisors X Planning Commission

Subdivision Committee Qther agency

FINGING: KO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WiLL RESULT TO THE ENVIRONMENT FROM THt FROPCIED
PROJECT.

Reasons for finding: _A) The revised plap and enforcement pregram will not reenlt

in_any significant adverse ipmacts to_the eovironcent Cancerns regqarding gegthei—al
and hazardoys wastes, accidental snijlls apd water cuality, have heen addressed..n the
reyvised Management and fafarcement Plan. 8) This revised Mansgesen! and Lelorisremd
Plan_is consistent with the fake County General Plan; €} The reviced plan ic in (ve

general public interest and will help protect the envirorment and welfare of tnw
geople of Lake County.

tudy pv pared by: Planning Degartrent i )
Locav.on of study for review: 255 N.Forbes St., Fagn “2Q_F£ELepor;, CA
f ;‘ .
s ) e . \—'/. - -
DATE é § //" ?’/D —‘i"_‘- 2 ,‘: tr,. /".;t ‘r;\( j./ L‘-_‘.:-:T o ST S
CHATRMAM and/or SECRETARY T e
i1b

rs



ATTACHMENT#3

CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Resolution #85-66

August 22-23, 1985

Resolution of Approval of the First Revision to the Lake County
Sclid Waste Management Plan.

WHEREAS, the Nejedly-Z'Berg-Dills Solid Waste Manage-
ment and Resource Recovery Act of 1972 (hereafter referred
to as the Act), requires each County, in cooperation with
affected local jurisdictions, to prepare a comprehensive,
coordinated Scolid Waste Management Plan consistent with
State Policy and Planning Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, the County of Lake prepared a Sclid Waste
Management Plan which was approved by the California Waste
Management Board on March 26, 1976; and

WHEREAS, the Act requires that approved Solid Waste
Management Plans be revised, if appropriate, at least every
three years; and

WHEREAS, the County of Lake reviewed its Plan and on
November 19, 1982 the California Waste Management Board
accepted the County Plan Review Report and identified a need
to prepare a Plan Revision; and

WHEREAS, the County of Lake has prepared a revised

Solid Waste Management Plan as required by the California Waste
Management Board; and

WHEREAS, a resolution of approval was passed by the
Lake County Board of Supervisors; and

WHEREAS, the County of Lake submitted resclutions of
approval from all of the incorporated cities; and

WHEREAS, the Plan Revision was circulated to other
state agencies with involvement in solid waste management; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the Negative Declaration
for the Plan Revision has been prepared and circulated in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; and

® ¢ 47
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WHEREAS, the Board and the Board's staff has reviewed
the Plan Revision and found that it substantially complies with
the State Policy and Planning Guidelines for the
preparation and revision of Solid Waste Management Plans,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESCLVED that the California Waste
Mangement Board hereby approves the submitted revised
Lake County Solid Waste Management Plan,

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Chief Executive Officer of the California Waste
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a
full, true and correct copy of a Resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Waste Management Board
held on Augqust 22-23, 1985.

Dated:

George T. Eowan
Chief Executive Officer

SO
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CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Agenda Item #6
August 22-23, 1985

ITEM:

Consideration of approval of the first Revision of the Mono
County Solid Waste Management Plan.

BACKGROUND 3

The original Mono County Solid Waste Management Plan (CoSWMP) was
approved by the California Waste Management Board (CWMB) on March
25, 1977, 1In April 1980, the County submitted a Triennial Plan
Review Report to the Board. On January 30, 1981, the Board
accepted the Mono County Plan Review Report and directed the
County to revise the Plan in the following areas:

Objectives and Measures to achieve Objectives
Identification of Solid Wastes

Cocllection System

Disposal and Processing of Wastes

Resource Recovery

Economic Feasibility

Plan Implementation

Enforcement Program

@O W

The Mono County Department of Public Works submitted a
preliminary draft of the Plan Revision to the Board on July 6,
1983. The draft was reviewed by staff and comments regarding the
draft were sent to the County. The final draft of the Plan
Revision was received by the CWMB on July 8, 1985.

The single incoporated city in the County, Mammcth Lakes, as

well as the County Board cf Supervisors have approved the Plan.
This approval was the final action to be taken prior to submittal
to our Board. Copies of the Plan Revision have been circulated
to all members of the CWMB as well as to the State Water
Resources Control Board, the Air Resources Board, the Department
of Health Services and the Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board. No comments were provided by any of the other
agencies on the Plan Revision.

S/



The most significant features of the Plan Revision are as
follows:

Chapter 2 - Solid Waste Quantities and Classification

The amounts and classifications of the various wastes generated
in the County are described. Because of the many tourist
attractions in the County, waste generation varies widely between
the seasons of the year.

Chapter 3 - Storage and Collection

Due to the sparce and scattered population of the County, private
refuse collection is available only in the Mammoth Lakes and June
Lakes area, which are also the main population centers. Residents
in other areas have historically hauled their own refuse,

Chapter 4 - Disposal and Processing

A discussion of the six solid waste disposal facilities and one
transfer station currently operating in the County is presented.
The operations of all sites have been contracted to private
companies, Site life for the six disposal sites varies from
twenty to fifty years,

Chapter 5 - Resource Recovery

The current program of resource recovery in the County is
discussed. The small population density, and long distances to
markets limit the opportunities for resource recovery in the
County, although a limited amount of recycling is done on an
informal basis,

Chapter 7 - Financial Feasibility

The majority of the County's current $169,150 solid waste budget
is derived from the County General Fund, while the balance is
recovered through fees to users.

The County is now studying a fee structure to be associated with
the demolition of buildings, and levied through the Building
Permit process.

The current and projected revenue for Solid Waste Management and
operation is listed under this heading.

Chapter 8 - Sclid Waste Enforcement Program

The enforcement responsibilities, goals, and procedures used by
the County Health Department, and the County Department of Public
Works as the Local Enforcement Agency are delineated in this
section., There are no solid waste facilities on the State's list
of non complying facilities,

® ®
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Chapter 9 - Objectives and Plan Implementation

Objectives and measures to achieve objectives of solid waste
management in Mono County are discussed. Specific problems and
the recommended solutions to resolve the problems are also
presented. A discussion of activities to be implemented through
the year 2005 is offered in tabular form as part of the
implementation schedule.

Options for Board Action

l. Approve the Plan Revision as submitted. This is the action
staff recommends.

2. Take no action. This option would delay implementation of
the County Plan Revision, and no purpose would be served by
" this delay. Staff does not recommend this option.

3. Deny approval of the Plan Revision. Staff does not recommend
this option as the document substantially fulfills the Board's
requirements for revision of the County Solid Waste
Management Plan.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Board approve the Mono County Solid Waste
Management Plan as submitted.

ATTACHMENTS :

l. Letter of Transmittal, Jim Ward, Mono County Department of
Public Works dated July 2, 1985,

2. Letter of Town of Mammoth approval, Jim Ward, Mono County
Department of Public Works, dated July 17, 1985.

3. Negative Declaration (SCH# 85011401) for County Approval of
Plan Revision adopted May 23, 198S5.

4. Proposed Resolution #85-68 Mono County Solid Waste Management
Plan Revision,
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
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P.0. Box 457
BRIDGEPORT, CALIFORNIA 93517

July 2, 1985

- Cy Armstrong

Associate Planner

S0lid Waste Management Board
1020 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Mono County's Solid Waste Management Plan

Dear Cy:

We are hereby transmitting twenty copies of the
Sclid Waste Management Plan for Mono County.

For your information, we have also attached to this.
letter a certified copy of the resolution of the Board of
Supervisors and a copy of the Proof of Publication. Additional
environmental documents are included at the back of the
plan document.

Please let us know when you receive this package and
if it meets with your approval.

Sincerely,

Q;v/f/wl

S JIM WARD
Public Works Director

ENCLOSURES

\

Soan OrEAatiovs E-‘.’G:NE';. PG - SURVEYING - VE=INLT MAINTENANCE - SOLIT WaSTE 74 IHPORTS - LanD DeveELoevg .

TELE R unE
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Cy Alrmsitreng

State Solid Waste Manacowmont Ooard
1020 4Yth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 65814

RE: Mono County's Scolbid Waste Manaagcment lan
Doar Cy:

Enclecsed, for yvour information, is a copy of the notice
s=nt to all interested agencies regarding thz draft solid wasioe
management bDlan for Mono County.

This same notice woas sent to She Town of Moammoth Lakes
for their comments. After 120 days, no conments were forth-

coming; therefore we proceeded with the pPubliic Hearine Lefor
the Plannirng Commission and the Board of Suvervisors.

A copy of the Notic-~ of Public llearing "troof ¢f Publication”
i oenclosed

or your fuvither information.

Sincovely,
. ‘r" : .
\ g R Kf
-.:_". (,—t,', o ‘/{.';_-’/ |_' }
T IIM waed

i Public Wor ks biceceor

KRR T ot Vinooal ML nans

T e
-
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County Clerk's use only:

All7cH# 3
Exhibit "E" | |
QccaTivE  DECLARATION | FILED

JUN 27 1965
RENN NOLAN

Co: mty C'ef’\. dg 0 Couzty

County of Mono

Sclid Waste Management Plan for Mono Count
’roject Title : '

Mono County
'rpject Location

Plan describing current and future use of solid waste dumps in
roject Uescription Mono County

n.ne basis of the Initial Study, I find that this project will not
ave a significant effect upon the environment.

_j%ZE%EQC{lubéAA__q May 23, 1985

rerTTRISETEeC TS T OT - Date
dauthorized representative -

e m o e e o e o de e M e e e e M MR T M M e R e EE MR W E T Ak T M M W T MR T MR MR W M M W om T e T e e W e M o e e e e e m e wm e w w ay

JOPTED AND ORDEPED FILED THIS 23rd day of May .
3 85 .
te Chairperson

GOARD OF SUPERVISORS

%/az/ss’ 20 M Mt by

PLARIING COMMISSION
County of HMono

@ -’ | YA
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. . ATTACHMENT#4

CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Resclution #85-68

August 22-23, 1985

Resclution of Approval of the First Revision to the Mono County
Sclid Waste Management Plan.

WHEREAS, the Nejedly-Z'Berg-Dills Solid Waste Manage-
ment and Resource Recovery Act of 1972 (hereafter referred
to as the Act), requires each County, in cooperation with
affected local jurisdictions, to prepare a comprehensive,
coordinated Solid Waste Management Plan consistent with
State Policy and Planning Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, the County of Mono prepared a Solid Waste
Management Plan which was approved by the California Waste
Management Board on March 25, 1977; and

WHEREAS, the Act requires that approved Solid Waste
Management Plans be revised, if appropriate, at least every
three years; and

WHEREAS, the County of Mono reviewed its Plan and on
January 30, 1981 the California Waste Management Board accepted
the County Plan Review Report and identified a need to prepare a
Plan Revision; and

WHEREAS, the County of Mono has prepared a revised
Solid Waste Management Plan as required by the California Waste
Management Board; and

WHEREAS, a resolution of approval was passed by the
Mono County Board of Supervisors; and

WHEREAS, the County of Mono submitted resolutions of
of approval from all of the incorporated cities; and

WHEREAS, the Plan Revision was circulated to other
state agencies with involvement in solid waste management; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the Negative Declaration

for the Plan Revision has been prepared and circulated in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; and
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ATTACHMERT#4

WHEREAS, the Board and the Board's staff has reviewed
the Plan Revision and found that it substantially complies with
the State Policy and Planning Guidelines for the
preparation and revision of Solid Waste Management Plans.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Waste
Mangement Board hereby approves the submitted revised
Mono County Scolid Waste Management Plan,

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Chief Executive Officer of the California Waste
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a
full, true and correct copy of a Resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Waste Management Boargd
held on August 22-23, 19B5.

Dated:

George T. Eowan
Chief Executive QOfficer
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California Waste Management Board
Agenda Item # 7
AUGUST 22-23, 1985

ITEM:

Consideration of Approval of the first Revision of the Inyo
County Solid Waste Management Plan.

BACKGROUND :

The original Inyo County Solid Waste Management Plan was approved

on February 25, 1977. In April 1980, the County submitted a
Triennial Plan Review Report to the Board. On September 12,
1980, the Beoard accepted the Inyo County Plan Review Report and
directed the County to revise the Plan in the following areas:

Regional Management
Collection System
Disposal, Processing
Resource Recovery

Plan Administration
Economic Feasifility

. Enforcement Program

. Implementation Schedule

W ~1 0N W N

The Inyo County Department of Public Works submitted a
Preliminary Draft of the Revision to the Board on December 3,
1984. The Draft Plan was reviewed by staff and comments
regarding the draft were sent to the county. The Final Plan
Revision was received by the Board on June 28, 1985,

The incorporated City of Bishop, as well as the County Board of
Supervisors, have approved the Plan Revision., This approval was
the final action to be taken by the County prior to submittal of
the Plan Revision to our Board.

Copies of the revised Plan have been provided to all members of
the Board. The Plan Revision was also circulated to the State
Water Resources Control Board, the Air Resources Board, the
Department of Health Services and the Lahontan Regional Water
Quality Control Board. No significant comments were provided by
these agencies on this Plan Revision.

PLAN SUMMARY:

The most significant features of the Plan Revision are as
follows:

7



Chapter III Existing Solid Waste Disposal System

This section contains a discussion of the County's collection
system as well as the operation of the nine disposal sites
currently operating in Inyo County. The sites range from 1.62
acres to 71 acres in size and have remaining capacity of from 1
year to 312 years.

The County is currently exploring the feasibility of converting
several of the landfills to transfer stations.

A location map of disposal sites is shown of page 2 of the Plan
Revision. An operations summary of the landfills is included on
page 8.

Collection areas within the County are depicted on page 12,
Rates for collection of household wastes within the county range
from $5.90 to $9.00 per month depending on the permit area.

ChaEter IV Future Assumptions

Approximately 20% of the County has been designated as having
potential geothermal resources. Development of these resources
for generation of electrical power on Federally owned lands would
create new disposal problems for the County. The potential
impacts and local measures which could be undertaken to manage

these impacts are alsc discussed,

Chapter VII Implementation

A new implementation chapter has been developed that contains the
goals and objectives of the Plan. The implementation schedule
summarizes program activities, delineates administrative
responsibilities among the participating agencies and identifies
implementation schedules,

Chapter VII1 General Considerations

The current resource recovery program in the County and the
potential for future recycling efforts in the County are
delineated. Approximate amounts of recyclables currently
recovered are also listed here.

An analysis of the Economic Feasibility of the County Solid Waste
Management System over the short, medium, and long term planning
periods are also discussed. The 1984-85 County Solid Waste
budget, which is derived from the General Fund is §191,000.

Appendix I-Enforcement Program Plan
The enforcement responsibilities and procedures used by the
County Health Department are included in the Plan Revision,

Non—-Complying Solid Waste Facilities

The Homewood and Lone Pine Disposal Sites are currently on the
Open Dump Inventory List, The Homewood Disposal Site near the
community of Trona was placed on the list in 1981 for cpen burning
and litter violations. . The Lone Pine Disposal Site near Lone

Pine was added to the 1ist later in 1981 for the same violations.
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The County Health Department as LEA has attempted to rectify
these violations; however, the sites are remote and unattended
and blowing litter and accidental fires are difficult to control,.

Board Enforcement staff visited the facilities in May 1984%.

However, the sites remain on the Open Dump list. Currently the
Homewood Site receives 7 uncompacted cubic yards per day.

The Lone Pine facility receives 46 uncompacted cubic yards daily

(7 tons). These sites constitute approximately 20% of the 260 cubic
yards per day generated in Inyo County.

OPTIONS FOR BOARD ACTION:

1. Approve the Plan Revision as submitted. This is the action
staff recommends. To help remedy the chronic problems of the
two non-complying facilities in the County, investigations of
these facilities and the Local Enforcement Agency's
effectiveness in enforcement of the State Minimum Standards
will be conducted by Enforcement Division staff during the
current fiscal year. The Board's Enforcement Division
believes this is the most effective means of addressing these
types of violations at non-complying facilities.

2. Take no action. This option would only delay implementation
of the County Plan Revision and no purpose would be served by
this delay. Staff does not recommend this option.

3. Deny approval of the Plan Revision. Staff does not recommend
this option as the document substantially fulfills the Board's
‘requirements for revision of the County Solid Waste Management
"Plan.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Board approve the Inyo County Solid Waste
Management Plan Revision as submitted and adopt resclution 85-69,.

ATTACHMENTS:

1. Letter of Transmittal from John J. Ellis, Inyo County Department of
Public Works, dated June 26, 1985,

2. Notice of Determination for the County Approval of CoSWMP
Revision Negative Declaration (SCH# 85021104), dated June 26,
1985,

3. Proposed Resolution #85-69, approving the first Inyo County Solid Waste
Management Plan Revision,

&/



AfTAcH ®

PAUL A, FILLEBROWN PHONB: (619) 878-2411

. James H. GOOCH
Azssigtans Diractor
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

COUNTY OF INYO

DRAWER Q
INDEPENDENCE, CALIP. 93526

June 26, 1985

Mr. Cy Armstrcng

California Waste Management Board
Waste Management Division

1020 9th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Inyo County Solid Waste Managemert Plan Revision
Final Draft '

Dear Cy:

. Enclosed please find 20 copies of Inyo County's Solid Waste
Management Plan Revision. Also included in this package are
20 copies of the following:

- Resolution of approval of the final plan revision by
the City of Bishop.

- Resolution of approval by the County Board of
Supervisors.

- Evidence of compliance with the California
Environmental Qualitv Act.

I hope this will finally take care of the formalities,
If not, please give me a call at (619} 878-2411, ext. 2210.

Very trul ours
PGS

. rd )
John J. Bllis
Assistant Civil Engineer




PAUL A PitLeBROWN .\
Director !

JaMes H Gooou

Aisistant Director

.l PrioNe: (519) 878-2411

FILED

-. DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS JUN N
COUNTY OF INYO " 261385
Daawer Q - ‘ JEANNE L. LOPEZ
INDEPENDENCE, CALIZ. 93326 ?NYO coy }TY CLERK
TO: Office of Planning & Research - County Clerk gz}tau
X11400 Tenth Street, Room 121 X] county of Inyo
Sacramento, -Calif. 958114 Independence, Ca. 93526
PROJECT TITLE: Inyo County Solid Waste Management P Re
STATE CLEARING HOUSE NUMBER: 85021104 . -
CONTACT PERSON: John Ellis TELE:(619)878-2411

PROJECT LOCATION At various locations within the County of Invo.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: As requeste

Board, Inyo County has revised the Co

to bring the Plan into compliance with State Policy _and Planning Guide-
lines. This update encompasses the planning elements of Regional Mgn
agement, Collection, Disposal and Proce551

cover Plan Administration, Economic F

and Implementation Schedule. These elements have been revised to re-_
flect current updates and future planning_ for solid waste matters

throughout the County.

h’is to advise that the COUNTY OF INYO Board of Supervisors has approved

he project on June 25 1985, and has made the following determinations.
The project will, x| will not, have a significant effect on the
environment.

An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant
to the provisions of CEQA and was certified as required by Section
15090(qg).

A Negative declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the
provisions of CEQA.

Hltigation measures were adopted to reduce the impacts of the approv-
ed project and are attached.

A statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for this project.

11 EIRs and Negative Declarations are on file with the Inyo Co. Planning
ept.

ate: June 26, 1985 By: ()’%q .agze-é

g? aul ‘A 1llebrown,
. égubllc Works Director

eference: California Administrative code, Title 14, Sections 15075, 15094,
15096{(i), L5LLi2{c) (L), 15153(b)(5), 15373. -
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ATTACHMENT #3

CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
‘Resolucion # 85 - 69

August 22-23, 1985

Resolution of Approval of the First Revision to the Inyo
County Solid Waste Management Plan.

WHEREAS, the Nejedly-Z'Berg-Dills Solid Waste
Management and Resource Recovery Act of 1972 (hereafter
referred to as the Act), requires each County, in
cooperation with affected local jurisdictions, to prepare a
comprehensive, coordinated Soclid Waste Management Plan
consistent with State Policy and Planning Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, the County of Inyo prepared a Soclid Waste
Management Plan which was approved by the California Waste
Management Board on February 25, 1977; and

WHEREAS, the Act requires that approved Solid
Waste Management Plans be revised, if appropriate, at least
every three years; and

WHEREAS, the County of Inyo reviewed its Plan and
on September 12, 1980 the California Waste Management Board
accepted the County Plan Review Report and identified a need
to prepare a Plan Revision; and

WHEREAS, the County of Inyo has prepared a revised
Solid Waste Management Plan as required by the California
Waste Management Board; and

WHEREAS, a Resolution of Approval was passed by
the Inyo County Board of Supervisors; and




¢ AT'I.\MENT #3

WHEREAS, the County of Inyo submitted Resolutions
of Approval from all of the incorporated cities; and

WHEREAS, the Plan Revision was circulated to
other state agencies with involvement in solid waste
management; and |

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the Negative
Declaration for the Plan Revision has been prepared and
circulated in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act; and

WHEREAS, the Board and the Board's staff has
reviewed the Plan Revision and found that it substantially
complies with the State Policy and Planning Guidelines for
the preparation and revision of Solid Waste
Management Plans,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California
Waste Mangement Board hereby approves the submitted revised
Inyo County Solid Waste Management Plan,

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Chief Executive QOfficer of the California
Waste Management Board does hereby certify that the
foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of a Resolution
duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California
Waste Management Board held on August 22-23, 1985.

Dated:

George T. Eowan
Chief Executive Qfficer



CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Agenda Item §# 8

August 22-23, 1985

ITEM:

Consideration of approval of the first Revision of the San Benito
County Solid Waste Management Plan.

BACKGROUND :

The original San Benitc County Solid Waste Management Plan
{CoSWMP) was approved by the California Waste Management Board
(CWMB) on February 20, 1976. 1In April 1980, the County submitted
a Triennial Plan Review Report to the Board. On April 28, 1981,
the Board accepted the San Benito Plan Review Report and directed
the County to revise the Plan in the following areas:

l. Identification of Sclid Wastes
2. Economic Feasibility

3. Implementation Program

4. Enforcement Program

The San Benito County Administrator's Office submitted a
preliminary draft of the Plan Revision to the Board on September
28, 1984. The draft was reviewed by staff, and comments
regarding the draft were sent to the County. The final draft of
the Plan Revision was received by the CWMB on July 8, 1985.

The incorporated cities of Heollister and San Juan Bautista
representing 100% of the cities with 100% of the incorporated
population, as well as the County Board of Supervisors have
approved the Plan. This approval was the final action to be
taken prior to submittal to our Board. Copies of the Plan
Revision have been provided to all members of the CWMB. Copies
have also been circulated to the State Water Resources Control
Board, the Air Resources Board, the Department of Health
Services, and the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control
Board for their review and comment. No comments were provided by
these agencies on the Plan Revision.

PLAN SUMMARY:

Significant features of the Plan Revision are as
follows:
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Section II - Present Solid Waste Management System

A tabular inventory of current and projected tonnages of
municipal, industrial, agricultural, construction, recreational,
and special wastes generated in the County are listed here.

The John Smith Landfill, approximatlely six miles from Hollister,
accepts most of the County's waste. This site accepts about 50
tons of waste of which 35 tons per day are municipal and
commercial waste. This site is a Class II site (formerly II-1)
and also accepts significant volumes of agricultural processing
and special wastes (approximately 5 tpd combined). Regional
Water Quality Control Board estimates indicate this site has 7
years of remaining capacity. Approximately 2 1/2 tons per day
from the San Juan Bautista area are exported to the City of
Salinas' Crazy Horse Landfill, approximately 15 miles to the west
in Monterey County for disposal. Wastes from the Aromas area,
approximately 1/2 ton per year, are disposed of at the Buena
Vista Landfill, north of Watsonville in Santa Cruz County.

A discussion of the present storage and waste collection systems
in the County is also included. All collection services are
provided by private franchises. Much of the rural area of the
County is not provided with collection. No transfer operations
are currently utilized in the County.

The preéent resource recovery operations systems

in the County are described. Newsprint, cardboard, aluminum
cans and other metals, used oil and glass are recycled in the
county,

Leatherback Industries operates a rolled felt (roofing) paper
plant in Hollister which utilizes recycled newsprint and
cardboard from the County and surrounding areas, More than 600
gallons of used oil per month are recycled in the County. Over 15
ton of Aluminum cans and scrap per month are recycled in the
County along with an estimated 10 tons of glass, 4 tons of copper
and brass and 2 tons of used batteries.

A food processing plant waste recycling operation, which land
farms these materials as s0il amendment, is in operation in the
northern part of the County.

Section III - Solid Waste Management System Evaluation

The County's solid waste management system is evaluated against
the standards of State Policy for Solid Waste Management and
compliance with applicable portions of the State Minimum
‘Standards for Soclid Waste Management. Evaluations of the
collection, storage and disposal systems for municipal and
special wastes in San Benito County are included. Among the
findings of this evaluation are: 1. As more areas of the
Northern County reach sufficient density, collection service is
being offered and more households are subscribing. 2. Increased
recycling in the County is anticipated with the recent entrance
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of a private recycler who is advertising to promote his service.
3. Recent improvements in the Class 1 cell of the John Smith
landfill have allowed the County to maintain this special and
limited hazardous operation while monitoring for potential
groundwater impacts under Regional Water Board standards. 4.
Hazardous waste disposal needs of the County, beyond those
disposable at the John Smith road site, can be disposed of at the
Kettlemen Hills site in Kings County. 5. Improvements should be
made in the recycling of tires to avoid the landfilling of this
recoverable material. .

Section IV - Projected Solid Waste Generation

Estimates of the future quantities of 11 types of wastes
generated in the County through the year 2000 are contained in
Table 4 of this section. Population estimates from the State
Department of Finance are used in projecting these tonnages,
Volumes resulting from population growth are projected to
increase by approximately 3 percent per year through the year
2000.

Section V - County Solid Waste Management Objectives

Solid waste management objectives have been developed jointly by
the Steering Committee and the Plan Preparation Team. Subsequent
programs have been developed from them.

Section VI - Comprehensive Solid Waste Management System

Programs and projects to be implemented during the short, medium
and long term planning periods are described in detail. A summary
of these follows.

Short Term— The County will evaluate the expansion of the John
Smith landfill and potential replacement sites in the next two
years. Landfill gate fees and hours of operation will be
reevaluated within the short term to assure that the landfill
operations are self supporting. Sole responsibility for the
operation of the County landfill will shift from the City of
Hollister to the County on July 30, 1986. The County will begin
evaluating additional landfill capacity options immediately
thereafter. A closure report of activities necessary to close the
John Smith landfill properly will also be prepared in the short
term for its potential medium term closure.

Medium Term— Medium term disposal issues include the final selection
of replacement landfill capacity and the proper closure of the
existing landfill area at the John Smith road site.

Long Term— Capacity through the long term will be sited in the
medium term expansion or new site location efforts. The
potential for a regional multi-county Waste to Energy facility
will be monitored in the long term as a means of extending
landfill capacity life,
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Section VII - San Benito County Solid Waste Enforcement Plan

Enforcement procedures, responsibilities and goals of the County
Department of Environmental Health in carrying out their duties

as the Local Enforcement Agency are detailed., There are no solid
waste facilities on the Board's list of non-complying facilities.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT:

A Negative Declaration {SCH #85020516) for the Plan Revision was
prepared, circulated through the State Clearinghouse and

adopted by the County Board of Supervisors in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act. A Notice of Determination
for this action was filed with the County Clerk and the State
Clearinghouse on March 1985,

OPTIONS FOR BOARD ACTION:

1. Approve the Plan Revision as submitted. This is the action
staff recommends,. '

2. Take no action. This option would delay implementation of
the County Plan Revision, and no purpose would be served by
this delay. Staff does not recommend this option.

3. Deny approval of the Plan Revision. Staff does not recommend
this option as the document substantially complies with
State Policy for Solid Waste Management and fulfills the
requirements for revision of the County Solid Waste
Management Plan.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Board approve the San Benito County Solid
Waste Management Plan Revision as submitted.

ATTACHMENTS &

1. Letter of Transmittal from Patrick Bates, San Benitc County
Administrative Officer, dated July 2, 1985,

2. Notice of Determination (SCH #85020516) filed with County
Clerk and Office of Planning and Research.

3. Proposed Resolution #85-68, approving the first San Benito
County Solid Waste Management Plan Revision.

67



i

‘ ’ v L
. COUNTY OF SAN BENITO . ,2’72"74} -, /
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

. PATRICK BATES ROOM 208 - COURTHOUSE
Agministrative Ofticer HOLUISTER, CA. 95023
tor the {408) 8376550
Board of Supervisons

July 2, 1985

Otis Mariow, iHanager

O0ffice of Planning

California Waste HManagement Board
1020 Ninth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Otis:
Accompanying this letter please find the following:

1. A certified copy of a Minute Order of the San Benito County
Board of Supervisors showing proof of the public hearing
and adoption of the Revised Solid Waste Mana gement Plan.

2. A copy of the Notice of Determination relative to the
negative declaration filed for the County Solid Waste
Management Plan, ‘

3. A copy of the Negative Declaration that was adopted for
the County Solid Waste Management Plan.

4, A copy of the resolution of the Hollister City Council
indicating their approval of the San Benito County Solid
Management Plan.

[ might note that the City of San Juan Bautista was afforded the
same review period as the City of Hollister. However, no response
was received from the City of of San Juan Bautista and in accordance
with law, we deem them to have approved said plan.

Please inform me as to the date and time that this plan will be

considered by the California Waste Hanagement Board so that I may
make plans to be in attendance at that meeting.

PATRIQK 8 TE‘;(\

ive Officer
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. < ( NOTICE OF DETERMINCjON 77 T

TO: X  Office of Planning and Research =~ FROM: (Public Agency)
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 COUNTY OF SAN BENITO

Sacramento, CA 95814 ROARD OF SUPERYISORS.

—_ County Clerk FILED
County of .
- IN SAN CENITO COUNTY

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 or 21152
of the Public Resources Code. MAR 21 1885

_REVISED SAN BEMITO COUNTY SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN ~ JOHN B HODGES CLER
Project Title 4 £

SCH #85020516 PATRICK BATES 7 (ang) 637-6550
State Clearinghouse Number Contact Person Telephone Number
(if submitted to Clearinghouse)

COUMTY OF SAN BENITO
Project Location

RENUIRED REVISION OF THE SAN BEMITO COUNTY SOLID W\STE MANAGEMEMT DPLAN
-Project Description

This is to advise that the _ SAi SENITO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Lead Agency or Responsible Agency)

has approved the above described project and has made the followmg determinations
regarding the above described project:

1. The project __ will, _X will not, have a significant effect on the environment.

2, ___ An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this pro;ect pursuant
to the provisions of CEQA.

_X A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the
provxsxcns of CEQA.

The EIR or Negative Declaration and record of project approval may be
examined at:

QFFICE OF THE COUMTY CIEDK

ROOM 208, CQURTHOUSE, HOLLISTER, CA 95323

3. Mitigation measures were, X were not, made a condition of the approval
of the project. N

4, A statement of Overriding Conszderatn _ ‘yas, was not, adopted for
this project. % \
Date Received for Filing 3-13-85 . \\\g@\ . \—/&
: Signatuké — T Y S \
CAUNTY ACMIMISTRATIVE OFFICER
Title

Revised January 1985
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CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Resolution #85-67

August 22-23, 1985

Resolution of Approval of ‘the First Revision to the San
Benito County Solid Waste Management Plan,

WHEREAS, the Nejedly-Z'Berg-Dills Solid Waste Manage-
ment and Resource Recovery Act of 1972 (hereafter referred
to as the Act), requires each County, in cooperation with
affected local jurisdictions, to prepare a comprehensive,
coordinated Solid Waste Management Plan consistent with State
Policy and Planning Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, the County of San Benito prepared a Solid
Waste Management Plan which was approved by the California Waste
Management Board on February 20, 1976; and

WHEREAS, the Act requires that approved Solid Waste
Management Plans be revised, if appropriate, at least every
three years; and

WHEREAS, the County of San Benito reviewed its Plan,
and on April 28, 1981 the California Waste Management Board
accepted the County Plan Review Report and identified a need to
prepare a Plan Revision; and

WHEREAS, the County of San Benito has prepared a
revised Solid Waste Management Plan as required by the California
Waste Management Board; and

WHEREAS, a resolution of approval was passed by the
San Benito County Beard of Supervisors; and

WEHEREAS, the County of San Benito submitted resolutions
of approval from all of the incorporated cities: and

WHEREAS, the Plan Revision was circulated to other
state agencies with involvement in solid waste management; and

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the Negative Declaratiocn

for the Plan Revision has been prepared and circulated in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act; and
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WHEREAS, the Board and the Board's staff has reviewed
the Plan Revision and found that it substantially complies with
the State Policy and Planning Guidelines for the
preparation and revision of Solid Waste Management Plans,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Waste
Mangement Board hereby approves the submitted revised
San Benito County Solid Waste Management Plan.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Chief Executive Officer of the California Waste
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a
full, true and correct copy of a Resolution duly and regularly
.adopted at a meeting of the California Waste Management Board
held on August 22-23, 19B5.

Dated:

George T. Eowan
Chief Executive Officer
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California Waste Management Board

ITEM:

~ Agenda Item No, 9

August 22-23, 1985

Status of Delingquent County Solid Waste Management Plan (CoSWMP)

Revisions.

BACKGROUND:

Staff has prepared an update to the previous CoSWMP

Revision status reports.
four sections:

l. Section I is a listing
Plans with the date of

This status report is divided into

of 33 counties with complete and current
the next Plan Review Report.

2. Section II provides a listing of 3 counties who have circulated
Plan Revisions (in final form) to cities and who received ’
letters from the Board reminding them of their delinquency

and the Board's intent
specified dates,.

to hold them to completion on

3. Section III is a list of 13 counties which were referred to the
Attorney General for remedial action,

4. Section IV includes one county which became delinquent in

June 1985,

In addition, the following
Revision and which will be
meeting:

l. Lake

2. Santa Clara
3. Inyo

4. Mono

5. San Benito

counties have each submitted their
acted on by the Board during its August

Date Received

June 22, 1985
June 20, 1985
July 8, 1985
July 8, 1985
July 8, 1985
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Two more counties have submitted Plan Revisions and are scheduled
to be considered at the September Board meeting:

Date Received

6. Tuolumne July 23, 1985
7. Fresno July 30, 1985

All of the above counties met their agreed-upon dates for
submittal of their Plan Revisions.

5



I. The following counties are current. The date of the next
Plan Review Report is listed below.

l. Alameda * June 1985
2. Contra Costa Aug. 1985

3., 8San Diego Nov, 1985

4. Monterey ** Dec. 1985
5. Kings July 1986
6. Merced July 1986
7. Sierra Aug. 1986
8, San Francisco Sept.1986
9. Colusa Oct. 1986
10. Kern . Nov. 1986
1l. Glenn Jan. 1987
12. Sacramento Jan, 1987
13, Mendocino Feb. 1987
14. Modoc Feb. 1987
15, Soglano Feb., 1987
16. Humboldt June 1987
17, Napa June 1987
18, Riverside July 1987
19. Plumas Oct. 1987
20. Sutter-Yuba Nov. 1987
21, Siskiyou Dec. 1987
22. Del Norte Dec. 1987
23, San Mateo Dec., 1987
24. Orange Feb. 1988
25. Madera Feb, 1988
26. Alpine Mar. 1988
27. Imperial Apr, 1988
28, Amador May 1988
29. Santa Cruz June 1988
30. Nevada*** June 1988
31. Shasta*** June 1988
32, El Dorado*** June 1988
33. Ventura*»* July 1988

* Board staff is reviewing the Plan Review Report.
** Currently preparing the second Revision.
*** Approved at the June and July Board meetings.



II.

Plan Revisions in Progress

The following counties have completed the Plan Revision,
have sent the final version to cities for approval, and have
been reminded by letter of the Board's intent to hold them
to their commitment to complete the Plan on a specified

date.
County Date Revision Due Original Commitment Date
1, Placer Nov. 1980 Aug. 1985
2. Sonoma June 1982 Aug. 1985
3, Yolo Sept. 1982 July 1985

Scenarios for County Plans in Progress

5/28/76
6/11/79
2/29/80
6/03/82

12/17/82

12/10/84
2/13/85

6/14/85

9/15/85

(II-1) Placer County Plan Scenario

Original Plan approved by CWMB
County submitted a Plan Review Report
CWMB directed'revision in two areas

CWMB approved Amendment #1 to the Plan (Auburn
Transfer Station)

CWMB approved amendment #2 to Plan (Meadow
Vista, Dutch Flat, Foresthill Transfer Station)

County then decided on own volition to
completely revise their Plan

County submitted a draft Plan Revision
County prepared final revision.

EIR complete, all cities have approved Plan
Revision, only County Board of Supervisors
left to act.

Letter from Jack Warren, Assistant Director
Department of Public Works, which states the
only remaining step is for the Board of
Supervisors to act on the Plan Revision.

Date Plan Revision Expected per phone

conversation with Public Works Director

.\\ .
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7/27/717

2) Sonoma County Plan Revision Scenario

- CoSWMP approved by CWMB

10/08/81 - CWMB accepted County's Plan Review Report

7/27/11
8/26/82

12/83
6/14/85

9/14/85

9/85

9/23/77
3/20/81
1/15/83

7/02/84

12/27/84

6/26/85

7/24/85

9/15/85

- Plan Revision due
- CWMB approved time extension
- Draft Plan Revision submitted

-~ Final Draft Revision circulated to cities for
approval

- Final date for city action on Draft Plan
Revision

- Date Plan Revision expected per telephone
conversation with Ed Haskins, Dept. of Public
Works

(II-3) Yolo County Plan Scenario
- CWMB approved original Plan
- County submitted a Plan

- CWMB accepted the Plan report and directed
revision

- County submitted a draft Plan toc CWMB

— County submitted a final CoSWMP revision to
the CWMB

- Board of Supervisors approved Final Plan
Revision

- City of Davis refused to adopt Plan Revision
without a hazardous waste element, per phone
conversation with Lloyd Roberts on 7/24/85

— Date Plan Revision Expected per phone call
from Public Works Director 7/24/85

24



III.

The following counties are delingquent, have not
submitted Final Plan Revisions and have been referred

to the Atto

rney General.

County Date Revision Due Date Revision Expected
1, San Bernardino Aug. 1980 Oct. 1985
2. Mariposa March 1981 Aug. 1985
3. Calaveras March 1581 Feb. 1986
4. Los Angeles Oct. 1981 Nov. 1985
5. Trinity Jan. 1982 Sept, 1985
6. Lassen March 1982 Dec. 1985
7. 8San Luis Obispo Feb. 1983 Nov. 19886
8. Butte June 1983 Oct. 1985
8. Marin March 1984 March 1986
10. Stanislaus * March 1985 March 1986
11. 8San Joaquin * Jan, 1985 Aug, 1985
12, Tehema Sept, 1982 Sept. 1985
13. Santa Barbara Nov. 1983 Sept. 1985

* This 1s th

Scenario o

5/28/76 -
6/15/79 -
11/02/79 -
8/02/80 -
9/03/80 -
9/08/81 -

11/19/81 -

5/24/82 -

6/23/83 -

9/08/83 -

e second Plan Revision

f Delinquent County Plans

(II1-1) San Bernardino County Plan
Original CoSWMP approved

County Plan Report Submitted

Board action on Plan Report

Plan Revision originally due

First Draft Plan Revision received

First Final plan Revision Received

Scenario

Board Solid Waste Disposal Committee directed
Board staff to return document to county

- no final

Staff comments sent confirming Committee

concerns

Revised Draft Plan Revision prepared

Staff comments on 2nd Draft Plan Revision sent




2/10/84

4/01/84

8/01/84

1/10/85

2/7/85 -

3/12/85

4/18/85

10/15/85

3/26/76

11/29/79

6/20/80

3/20/81

8/25/83
11/27/83 -
& 9/12/84

7/1/85 -

8/22/85 -

® @
Second "Final” Plan Revision received

Second "Final Plan Revision returned to County
for additional modifications per written reguest
- item had been scheduled for 4/19/84 Board
action

Escobar Consulting Services awarded contract for
additional plan modifications

County presented Plan Revision Status Report to
Board

Board decision to refer to Delingquent Plan

Counties at Attorney General

Letter sent to counties with Delinquent Plans
regarding Attorney General referral

Letter sent to Attorney General tc San
Bernardino County concerning Delinquent Plan
Revision and possible litigation

Date Plan Revision expected per letter dated
4/11/85 from Solid Waste Management Chief, Roger
Tengco

(III-2) Mariposa County Plan Scenario
Original Plan approved

County submitted a Plan Review Repbrt

CWMB directed revision in four areas

Plan Revision due

County submitted a First Draft Plan to CWMB
Staff visited the County several times to
attempt to assist County in completion of

revision.

Staff reviewed and commented on second draft

Date Plan Revision expected per phone
conversation with special District Manager and
Planning Liaison 7/30/85




(III-3) Calaveras County Plan Scenaric

9/24/76
9/10/79
5/30/80

2/30/81
7/01/84
3/21/85

2/86

6/24/77
12/16/77

3/20~-21/80

10/21/80
1/8-9/81

10/5/81
9/18/81
7/8-9/82
10/13/85
4/24/84

8/7/84

9/20/84

12/18/84

CWMB approved original Plan
County submitted a Plan Review Report

CWMB accepted the report and directed a revision
in five areas

Plan Revision due
County submitted a "Pre-Plan" draft to the CWMB

Letter from Calaveras Co. Planning Department
responding to 3/12/85 Board letter

Date Plan Revision expected per letter from
Board of Supervisors 5/22/85

(1II-4) Los Angeles County Plan Scenario

CoSWMP partially approved by CWMB
CWMB fully approved (Amendment #1)

CWMB approved Amendment #2 (procedure for
incorporation of new facilities

County submitted Plan Review Report

CWMB accepted Plan Review Report (entire CoSWMP
to be revised)

Plan Revision due

CWMB approved time extension to 12/31/82
CWMB approved time extension to 7/1/83

CWMB approved time extension to'6/l/84
Board of Supervisors approved Plan Revision

Plan Revision submitted by county to CWMB for
approval

CWMB approved Plan Revision

Board of Supervisors refused to adopt Plan
Revision - referred Plan Revision back to staff




° °

1/85 - County requests City of L.A. include Mission
Canyon and Rustic Sullivan Landfills in Plan
Revision

1/10/85 - CWMB rescinds approval of Plan Revision

4/4/85 - County Public Works Department Director, by
letter, requests additional six months

4/i8/85 - Letter from Attorney General toc L.A, County
advising county of delinquency and possible
litigation.

4/25/85 — L.A. Splid Waste Management committee approves
anmendment for circulation for inclusion of two
L.A., City landfills and additional waste-to-
energy projects,

11/1/85 - Date Plan Revision Expected per Public Works
Director letter dated 4/4/85

(III-5) Trinity County Plan Scenario

4/7/78 - Original Plan approved by CWMB

5/21/80 County submitted a triennial Resolution instead
of a Plan Report, asking that the county be

allowed to determine if a revision was necessary

4/28)81 - CWMb directed the Plan be revised in 6 areas
1/28/81 - Plan Revision due

7/30/82 - CWMB granted Trinity County a 6 month extension
5/27/85 — Draft Plan received

6/7/85 - Letter from Planning Director providing revision
update

9/85 - Date Plan Revision Expected per phone contact
with Planning Director on 7/16/85

(III-6) Lassen County Plan Scenario
10/7/77 - Original County Plan approved by CWMB
1/7/81 - County submitted a Plan Review Report

6/5/81 - CWMB accepted the report and directed revision
in 3 areas



5/15/85 - County appropriated funds for consultant
6/15/85 - County hired consultant

5/22/85 - Letter from Assistant Director of Public Works
giving revision status

12/15/85 - Date Plan Revision Expected per above letter
dated 5/22/85 and phone contact 7/26/85

(III-7) San Luis Obispo County Plan Scenario
9/23/77 - Original Plan was approved by CWMB
9/15/80 - County submitted a Plan Review Report

5/7/82 - Board accepted report and directed revision in 7
areas

2/7/83 - Plan Revision due
5/85 - County issued RFP for Plan Revision

5/20/85 - Letter from Board of Supervisors giving
revision status

5/21/85 - County approved fee schedule to pay for Plan
Revision

6/19/85 - Director of Environmental health addressed
Board on lateness of Plan Revision

11/1/86 - Date Plan Revision Expected per letter from
Board of Supervisors dated 5/20/85

(ITI-8) Butte County Plan Scenario
2/23/78 - Original Plan was approved by the CWMB
5/6/81 - County submitted a Plan Review Report

9/17/82 ~ CWMB accpeted report and ordered a revision in
5 areas

5/20/83 - The County submitted a 2 page revision which
staff would not accept as complete

8/1/83 - The County submitted a 3 page draft revision
which we would not accept

1/23/85 - The County hired EMCON Associates to complete
the Plan

.‘
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Received Draft Plan Revision

6/1/85

|

6/7/85 Letter from Public Works Director outlining

revision progress
6/19/85 - Staff commented on Draft Plan Revision

10/85

Date Plan Revision Expected per letter from
Public Works Director dated 6/7/85

(III-9) Marin County Plan Scenario

6/24/77 - CoSWMP approved by CWMB

3/12/81 - County submitted Plan Review Report

6/23/83 - CWMB accepted Plan Review Report

3/23/84 — Date Plan Revision due
4/5/85 - Letter from Planning Director responding to
Board letter and outlining progress
5/29/85 - Letter from County requesting time extension
6/10/85 — Draft Plan Revision received

6/25/85 - Letter sent by CWMB staff advising county that
no time extension could be granted

3/1/86 Final Plan Revision Expected per letter

from Planning Director dated 5/29/85

(III-10) Stanislaus County Plan Scenario
8/27/76 - Original Plan approved
3/10/79 - County submitted a Plan Review Report
6/3/79 — Board accepted Plan Review Report

7/10/80

First revision approved by CWMB
3/6/84 - County submitted second Plan Review Report

6/7/84 - CWMB accepted report and directed a revision in
4 areas

7/20/84 - County submitted a pre-plan Draft Revision

3/7/85 - Plan Revision due



6/14/85 — Letter from Director of Environmental Resources

3/1/86

12/14/79
4/12/84
7/15/85

10/10/85

11/84

12/84

11/12/85
2/10/85

3/1/85

4/12/85
7/8/85

8/31/85

(ITI-11)

responding to Board letter on delinguency

Date Plan Revision Expected per phone
conversation with CoSWMP liaison

The Stanislaus Board has directed staff to do a
very comprehensive revisiona and explore waste-
to-energy and composting, etc.

Please Note: This is County's second revision

San Joaquin County Plan Scenario
Original Plan Revision approved
Plan Review Report accepted

County issues Request for Proposals for Plan
Revision consultant

Hekemian Van Dorpe Associates signed contract
for CoSWMP revision requirements

County Short Term Disposal Alternatives Study
to run concurrent with CoSWMP revision timetable

County and consultant report delays caused by
slow collector survey response and data quality

Plan Revision due

First three draft chapters submitted for comment
Hekemian met with Board staff to receive
comments on first three chapters and discuss
special waste issues

Two additional chapters submitted for comment

Letter from Chief Deputy Counsel responding to
Board delinquency letter

Date Plan Revision Expected per phone

conversation with sclid waste manager dated
7/16/85

(I11-12) Tehama County Plan Scenario

12/10/76 - Original Plan approved by CWMB

10/12/80 - County submitted a Plan Review Report




12/12/81 - CWMB approved report and direc! revision in
five areas

9/12/81 - Plan Revision due

9/21/82 - CWMB approved one year extension for
completing the Plan Revision

2/10/84 - CWMB approved a request for another time
extension to 9/4/84

7/03/84 - Tehama Board of Supervisors changed Plan
liaison to Planning Department from Public
Works

3/13/85 - Staff visited the County to meet with
Planning Director and consultant on
completing the Plan

6/07/85 - Draft Plan Revision delivered to CWMB by
Planning Department

6/15/85 - Staff reviewed and commented on Draft
Revision .

9/85 - Date Plan Revision expected per personal
contact with Plannlng Director

(IIT-13) Santa Barbara Plan Scenario
1/28/77 - Original CoSWMP approved
9/22/82 -~ County submitted Plan Review Report
2/03/83 - Board accepted Plan Reéiew Reéort
11/01/83 - Plan revision due date
6/84 - Staff reviewed preliminary Draft Revision

10/84 - County contacted by staff concerning late
Plan Revision

5/26/85 - Final Draft Revision circulated to cities
9/30/85 - Date Plan Revision expected per phone

conversation with County Solid Wsaste
Superintendent - 7/16/85

IV. The following county recently became delinquent and was
sent the Board's Delinquency Notice on August 10, 1985,

A



1.

Tulare

June 1985 Nov. 1985

Tulare County did not have to revise its first triennial
plan review,

7/23/76

9/20/84

2/28/85

6/20/85
11/1/85

(IV-1) Tulare County Plan Scenario
Original Plan approved by CWMB

CWMB accepted Plan Report and directed
Revision in Gareas

Staff received a "pre-plan", comprehensively
outlining Revision topics and approaches

Date Plan Revision due

Date Plan Revision Expected per telephone
contact with Public Works Director on 7/16/85
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CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Agenda Item #10
August 22-23, 1985
ITEM:
Consideration Of Contract Closures And Transfer Of Equipment

Titles For FY 79-80 Recycling Grants.

BACKGROUND ;

In Fiscal Year 1979-80, the Board awarded grant monies to fifteen
(15) private and public entities for construction and expansion
of recycling activities in California. Contracts were
subsequently written between the Board and the grant recipients
and had life-spans ranging from 1-5 years.

Over the past several years, attempts have been made to
officially close—ocut these.contracts. Because of high staff
turnover in the grant monitoring function, many of these
contracts have remained active. The contract close-out procedure
used by Resource Conservation Division staff includes both a
contracts file review of all grant expenditures, a review of
contractor records of grant expenditures and a site visit and
evaluation. The site visit is performed to verify that all
equipment purchased with grant funds is on—-site and being
utilized and to .determine if the program is operating according
to the provisions set forth in the Scope of Work in the original
contract,

Attachment A is a list of the grantees for which contract files
are proposed to be closed and Attachment B provides information
on each grant funded program. In some cases total expenditures
are less than actual amounts awarded., In these cases, the
unexpended funds were reverted to the General Fund,

In addition to these grant contracts, one Fiscal Year 1978-79
contract (OCCUR-S9-270-400LG) not closed at the Board's last
meeting, has been included in this Item for closure
consideration. ‘

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended that the Board approve final contract closures
for the grantees named in Attachments A and B and authorize the
transfer of any and all State owned equipment to the grantees
identified.



CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Resolution #85-73

August 22-23, 1985

WHEREAS, the California Waste Management Board (Board)
has provided monies to several private and public entities for
the establishment of recycling activities in the State of
California; and

WHEREAS, the Board entered into formal contract
agreements with these entities; and

WHEREAS, the duration of these agreements vary from one
to five (5) years; and

WHEREAS, contracts for the time period of Fiscal Year
1979-80 have long expired and have not been officially closed by
the Board; and

WHEREAS, the grantees named in attachment A have
successfully passed both a final program evaluation and financial
audit conducted by the Board staff;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE 1T RESOLVED that the Board hereby
considers all contracts cobligations and activities conducted by
the grantees named in Attachment A as being completed and
approves the closure of the contract agreement.

FURTHER, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board authorizes the
release of all equipment and liens on vehicles purchased with
grant monies provided the grantees named in attachment A.

CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Chief Executive Officer of the California Waste
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full,
true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted at a
meeting of the California Waste Management Board held on August
22-23, 1985.

Dated:

George T. Eowan
Chief Executive Officer

§ 44
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ATTACHMENT A

Fiscal Year 1979-80 Grant Contracts

59-049-400LG/Association of Bay Area Governments.....$136,900
S9-154-400LG/Association of Bay Area Governments.....$138,870
89-123-400LG/CIRCO. v v e e ecnennnaces . $177,000
S9-166-400LG/Coast Community College..ueuveceeeesrees.a.$548,400
S$9-110-400LG/City of Los AngeleS...ieiteesecneennnessa518,575

S9-125-400LG/County Of SaAn DiegO.suecsssnroceacnesonns $191,020
S9-165-400LG/Davis Waste RemMOVAl..eseeeesoeennonnns «..541,293
59-112-400LG/Department of General Services........ ..5174,463
S9-135-400LG/DART ...+ s s veeennccesnnncnse seeacasnersesea5134,210

S59-118-400LG/Ecolo-Haul.. ..ottt nosncesnannnornnesaa$237,637
S9-126-400LG/Marin Recycling...ceeeeeeencosvnnnnsnssa.$5499,300
S9-128-400LG/Monterey Penninsula Garbage..............$91,000
59-122-400LG/Nother Lode Recycling..cseesisrverneaess..562,000
59-040-400LG/Ventura Regional Co. Sanitation..........$58,000
S9-124-400LG/Visalia Buy-Back Recycling Center....... 376,134

SubTotal...$2,084,802
58_270—400LG/0CCUR.-------ot-----.----no.c-----n-oo..-§50;000

Total...$2,134,802
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DESCRIPTION OF FY 1979-80
RECYCLING GRANT PROGRAMS

ATTACHMENT B
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GRANTEE: Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)

CONTRACT NO.: S9-49-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $136,900
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tonnages: 18,5 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

This grant was used to support recycling activities in four
recycling centers under the auspices of ABAG. These centers
served the nine San Francisco Bay Area counties. Materials
collected at these operations include paper, cardboard, fabrics,
and wood discarded from manufacturing processes in various
industries. These materials were then put to productive use in
schools and other community programs.

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

ABAG is no longer administering this project. Three of the four
operations had lost their leases on the buildings they were using
as depots and distribution centers. The North Bay depot which
services Marin, Sonoma, Napa and Sclano Counties is still in
operation, A total of 221 tons of waste materials were collected
from industrial sources and 148 tons distributed to schools and
community organizations between December, 1979, and November,
1980, with 3,363 users being served over this 12-month period.
The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. 1In addition, the financial
audit found all expenditures to be in accordance with the
contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements - N/A

Total Site Improvement Expenditures......ceosvsvesvesvess N/A

*Fgquipment Purchases
Miscellaneous small warehouse tools

Total Equipment Expenditures.....cceevvssscssrsacasassseassssi2,000

*Public Awareness/Education - N/A

Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditures..............N/A

1
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*Personnel Salaries

Program Directors, Depot Staff (clerical support, warehouse
workers, drivers) and Benefits

Total Personnel Salaries...ssceess cetescsncsnnsereencs..5102,981

*Operating Expenses

Mileage, Insurance, Operational Supplies, Conferences, Truck
Lease and Contract Services

Total Operating Expenditures.....essceerseccesecnssenasas$520,255

*Administration Expenses

Utilities, Phone, Sanitation and Water, Office
Equipment/Supplies, Xerox/Printing, Postage and Overhead

Total Administration EXpPenseS...ccciecetssssssssnssaacaeal3, 664
TOTAL COMBINED EXPENDITURES. . vcsasassassasssssasonenssns $136,900
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize final closure of the
contract and the transfer of title and interest to the
Association of Bay Area Governments for all equipment (as
indicated above) purchased with grant monies awarded by th
Board. ‘




GRANTEE: Asscciation of Bay Area Governments (A&)

CONTRACT NO.: S9-154-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $138,870
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tonnages: 25 TFM

PROGRAM QVERVIEW

This grant was used to support recycling activities in four
recycling centers under the auspices of ABAG. These centers
served the nine San Francisco Bay Area counties. Materials
collected at these operations included paper, cardboard, fabrics,
and wood discarded from manufacturing processes in various
industries. These materials were then put to productive use in
schools and other community programs.

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

ABAG is no longer administering this project. Three of the four
operations had lost their leases on the buildings they were using
as depots and distribution centers. The North Bay depot which
services Marin, Sonoma, Napa and Solano Counties is still in
operation. In the second year of the contract, the four depots
collected nearly 300 tons of materials; 225 tons were delivered
directly to schools and mini-depots or picked up by teachers and
group leaders. It was estimated that more than 3 million dollars
of reusable discards were distributed to over 2,500 nonprofit
organizations and schools in the nine Bay Area counties serviced
by the project. Users of the four depots amounted to 685 groups
and 37,437 individuals, on a monthly average. The program
evaluation found the operation to be in conformance with the
contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the financial audit found
all expenditures to be in accordance with the contract agreement.
Also, note that salaries and wages were eligible expenses under
the grant program for this particular year. This program applied
for and received funds for salaries and wages.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements— N/A

Total Site Improvement Expenditures.......................N(A

*Equipment Purchases

Hand Tools and Scales
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Total Equipment Expenditures........coeveeeecccccacsannaaa2,122

*pPublic Awareness/Education—-N/A

Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditures.............N/A

*Personnel Salaries

Program Directors, Depot Staff (clerical support, warehouse
workers, and drivers) ABAG Accountant and Benefits

Total Personnel Salaries......ceeesseessensasassaasesses’3102,408

*Operating Expenses

Travel, Space Rental, Operational Supplies, Indirect Costs., Other
Direct Costs, and Contract Expenses

Total Operating
EXpenAitUresS.  vossssecesssnsevsessoscnsnosnsnssnsassssnsass$36,462

Total Combined EXpendituUresS...esesesseescscccsssanasscsas513B8,870

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize final closure of the
contract and the transfer of title and interest to the
Association of Bay Area Governments for all equipment (as
indicated above) purchased with grant monies awarded by the
Board,




o )
GRANTEE: CIRCO GLASS

CONTRACT NO.: S9-123-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: §177,000
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tonnages: 3000 TPM

PROGRAM QVERVIEW

This grant was used to set up a glass processing plant that
crushes and cleans waste glass for reuse. It alsc provided for
the purchase of thirty (30) twenty cubic yard bins which were
placed throughout nine bay area counties for collection purposes.,
The purpose of this grant was to expand the market for and reuse
of waste glass in the Bay Area.

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Equipment Purchases
Glass Crusher

30 20 c.yd roll-off bins
5 conveyer belts/motors

Installation

Total Equipment Expenditures....;.......................3177,000
TOTAL ExPENDITURES.......Q.I.II IIIII .l..'llll.Illlll..|.$177fooo
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize the transfer of title
and interest to CIRCO Glass for all equipment purchased with
grant monies awarded by the Board.
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GRANTEE: Coast Community College

CONTRACT NO,: S9-166-400LG

PROGRAM STIMMARY

Amount Awarded: $48,400
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tonnages: 78 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

This is a drop-off recycling operation which serves the
communities of Costa Mesa, Newport Beach and Huntington Beach.
Materials collected at the operation include glass, newsprint,
aluminum, steel/tin cans/scrap metal, high grade paper,
corrugated, mixed paper and motor oil.

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements

Grading, sewer/water connections, and a cement slab

Total Site Improvement Expenditures.....................$48,40b

*Equipment Purchases
N/A

Total Equipment ExXpenditureS..cuceeseeesensssassansensss /A

Public Awareness/Education
N/A

Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditures...........NgA
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Operating Expense. .
N/A

Total Operating Expenditures.......cceoeveeeecssnaassess.N/A

TOTAL COMBINED EXPENDITURES.......ccccc0ree00...548,400

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board approve the final contract
closure for the grantee and authorize the transfer of title

and interest to Coast Community College for any and all egquipment
purchased with grant monies awarded by the Board.
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GRANTEE: City of Los Angeles

CONTRACT NO.: S9-110-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $18,575
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tonnages: 145 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

This is an office paper recycling operation which serves the

Los Angeles City Hall Office Complex. Materials collected at the
operation include white office paper, computer tab cards, and
computer printout.

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements
N/A

Total Site Improvement Expenditures.......s.ecseeeees....N/A

*Equipment Purchases
Baling System
Truck Scale
Warehouse Expansion and Wiring

Total Equipment ExpendituresS....csevevesscecresreassrss»91l8,575

*Public Awareness/Education
N/A

Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditures...........N/A
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*Operating Expenses
N/A

Total Operating Expenditures.........ccrievveecececases . .N/A

TOTAL COMBINED EXPENDITURES......icsieresesnanssaccnsnsss $18,575

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize the transfer of title
and interest to the City of Los Angeles for all equipment
purchased with grant monies awarded by the Board.
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GRANTEE: County of San Diego

CONTRACT NO.: S9-125-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $191,020
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tonnages: 120 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

The County of San Diego established two multi-material drop-
off/buy-back recycling centers located at the Sycamore and
Palomar Landfills, respectively. The centers serve the needs of
the residents of San Diego County. Materials collected at the
centers include aluminum, glass, newspaper, mixed metals,
computer paper, batteries and motor oil. 1In addition, a large
organic composting operation exists at the Sycamore site,.

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements

Engineering, Surveying, Grading and Site Preparation

Total Site Improvement Expenditures.....cieeveevvese....5129,146

*BEquipment Purchases

N/A

- Total Equipment Expenditures...eesssseecs. B . 4

*Public Awareness/Education
Brochures, Display Materials and Media Advertizing

Total Public Awareness/Fducation Expenditures...........$9,550
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*Operating Expenses
N/A

Total Operating Expenditures. .......ciiecressessrsassssN/A

TOTAL COMBINED EXPENDITURES .. «:uetesenseessaasaasensessa$5138,696

RECGMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board approve the final contract
closure for the grantee and authorize the transfer of title and
interest to the County of San Diego for any and all equipment
purchased with grant monies awarded by the Board.
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GRANTEE: Davis Waste Removal Company, Inc.

CONTRACT NO.: S9-165-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $41,293
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tonnages: 262 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

This is a curbside/buy-back/drop-off recycling operation which
serves the community of Davis. Materials collected at the
operation include glass, newsprint, aluminum, steel/tin cans,
high grade paper, corrugated, scrap paper, and used oil.

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement,

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site improvements
N/A

Total Site Improvement ExpendituresS......ceecceesncersas .N/B

*Equipment Purchases

Béling Press
Collection Vehicle

TOtal Equipment Expenditures.............- " * % 99 b P ...$4l,293

*Public Awareness/Education
N/A

Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditures..........N/A
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*Operating Expenses

N/A

Total Operating Expenditures......ceeessessncscsecaass N/A

TOTAL COMBINED EXPENDITURES., . ..vtsesscsnsocsaasssesnesa9dl,293

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize the transfer of title
and interest to Davis Waste Removal Company, Inc. for all equipment
purchased with grant monies awarded by the Board.
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. GRANTEE:Dept. of General Services

CONTRACT NO.: S59-112-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $174,463
Year Awarded: 1978
Achieved Tonnages: 380 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

The Department of General Services, Office of Records Management,
operates a recycling program in the Sacramento area that involves
the collection and processing of confidential and non-
confidential material from state operations and facilities.
Materials collected are tab card stock, computer printouts, white
ledger, and mixed paper.

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance

with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract

expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
. with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements
Total Site Improvement Expenditures.........ceceeses....50

*Equipment Purchases
Truck purchase, modification & maintenance
. Scale platform
Used Toyota Forklift
Document Destructor System & installation
Total Equipment Expenditures......-coseceesssccsesesssaa$167,547

Public Awareness/Education

Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditurés...........SO




Operating Expenses

Total Operating Expenditures.....ccceeeeossssse D 1 ¢
TOTAL COMBINED EXPENDITURES. .4 cveeasesanvsssnoncnannssns $167,548
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize the transfer of title
and interest to Department of General Services for all equipment
purchased with grant monies awarded by the Board.
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GRANTEE: Downey at Home Recycling Team (DART)

CONTRACT NO.: 59-135-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $132,110
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tonnages: 251 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

This is a curbside recycling operation which serves the community
of Downey. Materials collected at the operation include glass,
newsprint, and aluminum,

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements
NA

Total Site Improvement ExpendituUreS.......ecevveeseesseses.NA
*Equipment Purchases

used truck,

50 front loading bins,

6500 plastic barrels
Total Equipment ExXpendituUresS.....esieessesoesvncnannasssa$5129,400
Public Awareness/Education

advertising, brochures

Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditures......... vee.82,710

Operating Expenses

NA
Total Operating EXpenditures.....vesesccesarecsanssesssnocesss .NA
TOTAL COMBINED EXPENDITURES.. ..o esessvarrereeranaseass$l32,110




.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize the transfer of title
and interest to Downey at Home Recycling Team for all equipment
purchased with grant monies awarded by the Board.
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GRANTEE: Ecolo-Haul

CONTRACT NO.: S9-118-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $237,637
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tonnages: 345 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

This is a buy-back/drop-off recycling operation which serves the
community of Central Los Angeles. Materials collected at the
operation include glass, newsprint, aluminum/tin cans, corrugated
and oil,

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE COF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements

Portable Office Building with Air & Heat Unit

Phone Installation

Payout Window

Used Fencing (934 ft.)

Contractor's Fee (labor & materials) for Improvements
Specified in Site Plan Dated 4/10/82 (low bid)

Total Site Improvement Expenditures..cceeessncasensesa.572,032,08

*Equipment Purchases

Power Sweeper (2) Dollies
Platform Scale/Readout Unit Workbench
Cash Register Roll-off Truck
0il Tank—-fabricated (18) Wheeled Tubs
Forklift Dial Scale
(9) Roll-off bins {S) Plastic Barrels
Computer/Printer Can Separator
{14) Computer Prograns {2) Propane Tanks
Pallet Jack 4-drawer File Cabinet
(2) Ramps (2) Chairs
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Equipment Puchases—-(continued)

(2) Desks

Answering Machine

Video Camera/Tuner/Recorder
Adding Machine

Safe

Roll-off Warehouse
Weedeater

Shears

Misc. Safety Equipment

Total Equipment ExpendituUres......cceecencccccscecsasse5146,067.87

*Public Awareness/Education

Consulting Services for Graphics, Strategy
Development, etc.

Promotional Materials

Center Identification and Operation Signs

Newspaper Advertising

Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditures..........$19,537.05

*Operating Expenses

N/A

Total Operating ExXpendituresS.cvcssecesasevenasscossanssonasnnna N/A
TOTAL COMBINED ExPENDITUR—ES...........I..'.!.Q llllll ..l.l$237'637
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize the transfer of title
and interest to Ecolo~Haul for all equipment purchased with grant
monies awarded by the Board.

V4%



GRANTEE: Marin Recycling and Resource Recovery Association

CONTRACT NO.: 359-126-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $499,300
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tonnages: 1000 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

This is a multi-material curbside/buy-back recycling operation
which serves the community of San Rafael. Materials collected at
the operation include glass, newsprint, aluminum, steel/tin cans,
high grade paper, corrugated and used oil,

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements

Roof Structure Specifications & Permits
Asphalt Paving Landscaping
Cement Pad Ramp
Utilities Fence & Gate
Total Site Improvement Expenditures.......osessseesss.>-5116,500

*Equipment Purchases

{6} Trucks Scale
(4} Roll-offs Catch Baskets
Can Sorter Pails

Can Flattener

Total Equipment Expendifures...vceseeeesseressrseasaes..9350,597.70

*Pyblic Awareness/Education

Brochures Radio & TV Ads
Stickers Consulting
Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditures.........$32,202.30
1



*Operating Expenses
N/A

Total Operating EXpenditUreS...ceeeeseeessoecasoasenas . N/A

TOTAL COMBINED EXPENDITURES.:siccivacsacnssannnsosssns.95499,300

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize the transfer of title
and interest to Marin Recycling and Resource Recovery Association
for all equipment purchased with grant monies awarded by the
Beard,
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GRANTEE: Monterey Peninsula Garbage & Refuse Disposal Dist.

CONTRACT NO.: 59-128-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $91,000
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tbnnages: 125 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

This is a drop-off and curbside recycling operation which serves
the communities of Carmel, Marina, Pacific Grove, Monterey and
Seaside. Materials collected at the operation include Newspaper,
Glass, Aluminum, Cardbcard and Motor 0il.

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements
N/A

Total Site Improvement Expenditures.....cosesevessess..N/A

*Egquipment Purchases
(7) Converted & Partiﬁioned 30 cu. yd. debris boxes
(1) Curbside Recycling Vehicle
(2) 34 cu. yd. compactor-type transfer units

Total Equipment Expenditures......veeessvessescsssssse$86,450

*Public Awareness/Education
Public Awareness Program

Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditures..........$ 4,450
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*Operating Expenses

N/A
Total Operating Expenditures......i.soeevesevserseacess .N/A
TOTAL COMBINED EXPENDITuRESID.lllll.ll.lll.lll"lIllllsgl’ooo
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize the transfer of title
and interest to Monterey Peninsula Garbage & Refuse Disposal
District for all equipment purchased with grant monies awarded by
the Board.
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GRANTEE: Nother Lode Recycling

CONTRACT NO.: S9-122-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $62,000
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tonnages: 145 TPM

PROGRAM QVERVIEW

This contract provided for a multi-material buy-back and donation
cf recycling materials which included carbboard, newspaper,
glass, aluminum, and scrap metal. The recycling operations serve
the community Jamestown, California and surrounding area.

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements-
Scale Pit
Electrical Service for Baling System
Warehouse Expansion

Total Site Improvement Expenditures........cecseeeesee..815,750

*Equipment Purchases-—

Baling System
Drive~on Truck Scale

Total Egquipment ExpendituresS.....csoeevevsenaresassorsassaS543,300

*Public Awareness/Education
Pamphlets, Advertising, Printed T-Shirts, Local Radio

Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditures............5$2,950
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*Operating Expenses-—

o
Total Operating Expenditures....ccciesssenssnssssnssassss «....N/A
Total Combined ExpendituresS....ciecersaassrsssencosnssanasns $62,000
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize the transfer of title
and interest to “Nother- Load Recycling for all equipment
purchased with grant monies awarded by the Board.
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GRANTEE: Ventura Regional County Sanitation District (VRCSD)

CONTRACT NO.: S9-40-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Description: Multi-Material Drop-Off and Buy;Back Recycling Center
Amount Awarded: $58,000

Year Awarded: 1979

Achieved Tonnages: 122 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

This is a multi-material drop-off/buy-back recycling operation
which serves the communities of Ventura and Oxnard. Materials
collected at the center include aluminum, newspaper, motor oil,
glass, cardboard, mixed metal, mattresses and office paper.

PROGRAM EVALUATION/FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements-—
Engineering, Surveying, Grading and Site Preparation

Total Site Improvements Expenditures........ tesersesnaan $5,018

*Equipment Purchases-

Ten~Ton Freightliner Diesel Truck
40 FT. Trailer

Handcart

Hand Tools ané Safety Materials
Tape Recorder, Projector and Screen

Total Equipment Expenditures........c.sessesseesesess..$532,844
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*Publie Awarenessgducation— .

Brochures, Display Materials and Media Advertizing

Total Public/Awareness Expenditures.........oeveuvee....51,640

*Operating Expenses-
Fuel, 0il, Insurance and Misc. Expenses

Total Operating Expenditures........oveesceessccacenssee52,306

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize the transfer of title
and interest to the Ventura Regional County Santitation District
for all equipment purchased with grant monies awarded by the
Board.
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GRANTEE: City of Visalia Buy-Back Recycling Center

CONTRACT NO.: S59-124-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $76,134
Year Awarded: 1979
Achieved Tonnages: 240 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

This is a drop-off and buy-back recycling operation which serves
the community of Visalia. Materials collected at the operation
include glass, newsprint, aluminum, corrugated and scrap metal,

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements
paving
landscaping
fence modification
roofing
enlarge shop doors
insulate buildings
exterior lighting
miscellaneous

Total Site Improvement EXpenditures.........eevsevss. .$49,624
*Equipment Purchases

forklift

bin dumpster

newspaper racks and weighing containers

slide projection unit
Total Egquipment Expenditures.....cesseeevessesssensaseel6,663
Public Awareness/Education

ads, brochures, stickers, posters

T-shirts, projector table, and screen

Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditures...........89,847




Operating Expenses

Total Operating Expenditures,.,...... ceiesaaans cesecaaarans . .NAa
TOTAL COMBINED EXPENDITURES....iceesassssesosesarssn/t,l134
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize the transfer of title
and interest to the City of Visalia for all equipment purchased
with grant monies awarded by the Board.
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GRANTEE:Oakland Citizens Committee for Urban Renewal (OCCUR)

CONTRACT NO.: S8-270-400LG

PROGRAM SUMMARY

Amount Awarded: $50,000
Year Awarded: 1978
Achieved Tonnages: 130 TPM

PROGRAM OVERVIEW

This is a multi-material drop-off recycling operation coupled
with a curbside program which is expected to expand but currently
covers approximately twenty households in a five mile radius,
Community served is primarily North Oakland area. Materials
collected include aluminum, glass, cardboard, and newspaper.

PROGRAM EVALUATION/AUDIT FINDINGS

The program evaluation found the operation to be in conformance
with the contract SCOPE OF WORK. In addition, the contract
expenditure review found all expenditures to be in accordance
with the contract agreement.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

*Site Improvements
Loading docks, site preparation

Total Site Improvement Expenditures.......cevssce:s:...52,074
*Equipment Purchases

1967 Ford Truck

Total Equipment Expenditures..ccceseersscsssssssnserssaad3,573
Public Awareness/Education

Total Public Awareness/Education Expenditures.......... s0

Operating Expenses

® o

1.2/



Lease, planning, chgn, legal services .

Total Operating Expenditures.....eeeeeese. cesmearens e ..5843,700
TOTAL COMBINED EXPENDITURES . .. v.oveesusescescacaceassssns $49. 347
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Board authorize the transfer of title
and interest to OCCUR for all equipment purchased with grant
monies awarded by the Board,
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CALIFQORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Agenda Item #11

August 22-23, 1985

ITEM:

Status Report On The Implementation Of The Western Waste
Recycling Program In Red Bluff.

BACKGROUND :

At it's June 22-23, 1985 meeting, the Board was provided an update
of the status of a 3B650 funded recycling program operated by
Western Waste Inc. (dba Red Bluff Disposal/Tehama Recycling). At
that time, the Board was informed that the proposed recycling
center and regional recycling operation had not been implemented,
even though all grant monies had been expended by the grantee,

After hearing staff testimony on a recently conducted site
evaluation and testimony Erom company officials, it was

the Board's decision to allow the firm an additional 30 days to
meet the terms of the contract. Specifically, the firm was to
open and make fully operational the multi-material buy-back
recycling center.

Staff was directed to conduct a follow-up site evaluation of the
facility after 30 days and report it's findings to the Board at
this hearing.

In its investigation of the operations being conducted at the
site in Red Bluff, staff found that the operator, Western Waste
Inc. has attempted to establish a fully operational recycling
center. The operator has had to establish a full-scale recycling
operation in a relatively short period of time (30 days).
Perimeter fencing has been finished and it appears that the
operator has worked diligently at preparing the site for
operation. Unfortunately, the operator is still battling the
administrative difficulties with the County of Tehama which
significantly effect the operations of the recycling operation.

It appears that the operator is working to meet the directives
set forth by the Board and the provisions contained in the
contract scope of work.
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RECOMMENDATION:

Based on the facts and circumstances presented, staff recommends
that a new two—-year contract for the operation of the recycling
center be negotiated between the Board and Western Waste Inc.
Furthermore, staff also recommends that the Board direct staff to
work very closely with Western Waste Inc. in an effort to ensure
full operation and the longevity of the program.

This recommendation differs from the recommendation made at the
June meeting because staff feels that Western Waste Inc. is now
making a valid attempt to completely implement the recycling
program, Additionally, staff feels that Western Waste could use
our assistance in making the program successful.

/HS




CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Resolution No.85-74

August 22-23, 1985

WHEREAS, the California Waste Management Board (Board)
has provided grant monies for the establishment of recycling
activities in the State of California over the past several
years; and

WHEREAS, the Board provided such grant monies to
Western Waste Management Inc. for the sum of $192,060 to develop
and implement a multi-county, comprehensive.recycling program;
and

WHEREAS, the terms of the contract agreement specify
that, in all cases, site improvements and equipment purchases
shall be scheduled for completion within the first twelve (12)
months following the effective date of the contract agreement;
and

WHEREAS, the Board provided grant monies toc Western
Waste Management Inc. for the establishment of a comprehensive
recycling program having a projected recovery volume of 530 tons
per month to be achieved within the twenty-four (24) month
duration of the agreement; and

WHEREAS, Western Waste Management Inc. was not able to
implement the stated goals, objectives and general provisions of
the agreement; and

WHEREAS, Western Waste Management Inc., has now
demonstrated a committment to fully implement the recycling
program outlined in the agreement;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board, hereby
authorizes the negotiation of a new contract agreement for the
operation of the recycling program between the California Waste
Management Board and Western Waste Inc. located in Red Bluff,
California.
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CERTIFICATION

The undersigned Chief Executive Officer of the California Waste
Management Board does hereby certifies that the foregoing is a
full, true and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly
adopted at a meeting of the California Waste Management Board
held on August 22-23, 1985,

Dated:

George T. Eowan
Chief Executive Officer
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CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD

Agenda Item #12

August 22-23, 1985

ITEM:

Discussion of the statutory requirement that solid waste facility
permit revisions be obtained prior to making a significant change in
the design or operation of the facility,.

BACKGROUND :

Government Code Section 66796.30(e) requires operators of solid waste
facilities to apply for a permit revision prior to making a
significant change in design or operation of that facility. The
object of this section of the Government Code is to ensure that permit
conditions always reflect the changes in design and operation
occurring at solid waste facilities. Title 14, California
Administrative Code (CAC), section 18211 states that a "change" in
operation or design is "significant" "if and only if it does not
conform to terms or conditions of the permit." Local Enforcement
Agencies (LEA) and operators have asked for further guidance on how
to determine whether or not significant change will or has occurred at
a solid waste facility.

Further, because a change in the permitted tonnage received by a
facility is one of the factors considered in the analysis of
significant change, staff has proposed guidelines for establishing a
permitted tonnage in permits which would allow anticipated increases
in tonnage received to be accomodated without requiring permit
revisions or being classified as a significant change.

This topic was brought up for discussion at the July meeting. The
Board requested further discussion of this topic.

In this item staff will discuss guidance for determining when
significant change has occurred and in more detail discuss changes in
design capacity as a potential determinant of significant change.

DISCUSSION:

In order to provide further guidance, Board staff has prepared a
document entitled "Draft Guidance for Determining the Occurrence of
Significant Change at Solid Waste Facilities" (Attachment 1). 1In
brief this draft document attempts to accomplish the following:

1. Define the term "significant change".
2. Identify a set of indicators of possible significant change.
3. Describe a process for determining significant change.
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Once the LEA or operator finds that significant change has occurred or
is about to occur, an application for a permit revision must be
initiated. 1In most cases, an environmental document for this permit
revision must be prepared, even for those facilities that were
exempted from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to
Government Code Section 66796.45. 1In addition, permit revisions,
where certain types of design changes have occurred, will require
Determinations of Conformance and local findings of consistency with
the general plan.,

The Use of Design Capacity as Permitted Capacity

At its July meeting, the Board concurred in the permits of seventeen
transfer stations which were reviewed under the Board's five year
review process., The language of the original permits included the
design capacity of each facility and the daily throughput rate at the
time the permit was issued. During the five year review, it was
determined that the daily throughputs of some of the facilities had
increased sufficiently to constitute a significant change in the
facilities operation. This determination was based on the fact the
permits did not have an explicitly stated permitted capacity.
Consequently, the daily throughput rate stated in the permit was
considered to be the permitted throughput rate, even though this
amount was less than the stated design capacity of the facility. On
the basis that significant changes had occurred at six of the
facilities without CEQA documentation, a finding of CoSWMP conformance
or general plan findings, the Board objected to those permits in
April.

Subseqguently, staffs of the LEA and the Board met and concluded that
the design capacity of these facilities could be considered the
permitted capacity, unless other limitations are specified in the
permit. This conclusion was made for these permits because there were
no other factors limiting the operations and because of the confusion
that existed by a lack of specified permitted capacity. The permits
were reworded and were concurred in by the Board at the July meeting.

One of the issues discussed at the July meeting was the impact of
those permit actions on the County Solid Waste Management Plan. The
issue was relevant to the July agenda item because of the delingquent
status of the L.A. CoSWMP. Because the permits did not constitute
significant changes in the facilities design or operation, there was
no need for a conformance finding and hence, they did not have any
CoSWMP impact. However, the Board felt the issue of allowing a
facilities design capacity to be designated the permitted capacity
warranted further discussion.

Staff's recommendation to concur in the Los Angeles permits at
the July Board meeting was not intended to establish a policy or
precedent requiring a facilities design capacity to be considered
its permitted capacity in every case. Rather, the recommendation
was made to provide some flexibility in administering and
enforcing permits to avoid the need to revise permits every time

o e
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a minor change in operation occurs. Guidance for the

recommendation was found in Section 18208 of Title 14, California
Administrative Code, which is quoted in part:

“. . . The permit shall contain such conditions as are
necessary to specify a design and operation for which
the applicant has demonstrated in the proceedings before
the enforcement agency and the Board the ability to
control the adverse environmental effects of the
facility.

(1) As used herein, "design' means the layout of the facility
(including numbers and types of fixed structures), total
volumetric capacity of a disposal site or total throughput
rate of a transfer/processing station, vehicular traffic flow
and patterns surrounding and within the facility, proposed
contouring, and other factors that may reasonably be
considered a part of the facility's physical configuration.

f{2) As used herein, "operation" means the procedures, personnel,
and equipment utilized to receive, handle and dispose of
solid wastes and to control the effects of the facility on
the environment,"

The comment which immediately fcllows this section states:

“In filing an application for a new permit or permit revision, the
applicant will be required to specify the proposed design and
operation of the facility, to describe any anticipated
-environmental consequences of the specified design and operation,
and propose measures to minimize and mitigate any adverse
environmental effects, The permit that is issued would specify
the measures found by the agency to be necessary, for a facility
of given design and operation to satisfy the requirements of the
Act for protection of the environment. Accordingly, the permit
would limit the facility to the design and operation that
corresponds to those measures. Any significant change in design
or operation would require revision of the permit. See Section
18211. In order to avoid the need to revise a permit for each
minor change in operation, the conditions should be drafted to
accommodate fluctuations without requiring a permit revision, so
long as such changes do not necessitate additional measures to
control their environmental effects."

In drafting this language, it appears the Board had intended permits
to specify the design and operation only to the extent such design and
operation would not adversely affect the environment and would conform
with the CoSWMP and local land use approval. For example, a transfer
station with a design capacity of 100 cubic yards a day receives a
permit based on environmental documents and local land use permits
showing no adverse or mitigated impacts at that level. On that basis,
any level of operation up to 100 cubic yards a day should be allowed.
In this case, the design capacity could become the permitted capacity.
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A second example might be a transfer station which has a design
capacity of 1000 cubic yards a day. However, above 500 cubic yards a
day, environmental impacts would occur which would require mitigation.
Two approaches could be taken. The permitted capacity could be
limited to 500 cubic yards a day. In order to operate above that
level, a revised permit would be required, together with the necessary
environmental and local and CoSWMP planning requirements. A second
approach would be to provide the environmental mitigation up front and
specify the permitted capacity as the design capacity.

The circumstances would be different for landfills, but the reasoning
would be the same. Landfill permits consider both daily input rates
and total volumetric capacities. Each quantity is evaluated in the
same manner as the transfer station was in the prior example. The
permitted daily input rate is established as a result of many factors,
including the engineered design, environmental document, CoSWMP, and
local land use permits,

A similar approach is taken with regard to total volumetric capacity.
A landfill site may be designed to take 100 million tons but if only
20 million tons capacity is approved through the environmental, solid
waste and land use planning processes, the permitted capacity will be
20 million tons. Any increase in that amount will reguire a revised
permit, which, in turn, will require consistency with and approval of
the other influencing planning and permitting authorities.

This discussion has been provided to assure the Board that the action
recommended at the July meeting was not intended to establish a policy
or precedent requiring a facilities design capacity to be considered
its permitted capacity in every case. In some cases this should be
allowed to avoid the need to revise a permit for each minor change in
operation., In other cases it should not be allowed if the LEA or the
Board has determined that such allowance has not been provided during
the environmental and planning review processes.

Staff is currently reviewing the entire permitting process in order to
make improvements to the system. It is anticipated this effort will
be completed and recommendations for change made to the Board by early
1986,

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Board authorize the Chief Executive Officer toc circulate
the attached draft document "Draft Guidance for Determining the
Occurrence of Significant Change at Solid Waste Facilities" to
the Local Enforcement Agency Advisory Committee for review and
that a Board Committee be established for the review of the final
draft.
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Attachment 1

DRAFT GUIDANCE FOR DETERMINING THE OCCURRENCE OF SIGNIFICANT

CHANGE AT SOLID WASTE FACILITIES

3.0

Introduction - This document has been prepared by the California
Waste Management Board (CWMB) to provide guidance to Local
Enforcement Agency (LEA) staff on how to determine whether or not
significant change has occurred at a solid waste facility.
Purposes - This document is to define significant change,
identify potential indicators of significant change, and describe
a process for determining whether or not significant change has
occurred at a solid waste facility.

Definition of Significant Change - A change in solid waste
facility design or operation which would be likely to create
health and safety hazards and/or produce environmental damage
unless specific mitigation measures are incorporated into the
design or operation.

Indicators of Possible Significant Change - The following is a
list of changes in design and operation which could be indicative
of significant change:

- A facility closure

- An increase in waste réceipts above the permitted tonnage
at any solid waste facility

- A change in operating hours or days

- A-.change in the closure date for a landfill

- A change in types of waste received

— A change in landfill cover requireménts as mandated by
the State Minimum Standards

- A change from a small to a large volume transfer station

- A change in the excavation depth or in the height of a
landfill

- An increase in areas permitted for disposal

-~ An increase in the design capacity

- A change in service area
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- BAn increase in facility user traffic

- Chronic violations of State Minimum Standards

- A revision of Waste Discharge Requirements

- The issuance or modification of local, state and federal
permits for the facility

- Encroaching land uses

The above indicators were selected because they have the
potential for environmental, health and safety harm as it relates
to increased traffic, vectors, ground and surface water
degradation, odor, gas migration, noise, and safety, unless
appropriate mitigation measures are included in the project.

These indicators are simply that, indicators. The presence of
one or several of these indicators, or other indicators
determined by the LEA, does not necessarily mean that significant
change has, in fact, occurred. Only when an analysis of one or
more of these indicators demonstrate that potential environmental
harm or health or safety risks will occur has significant change
occurred,

These indicators should be viewed only as aids in determining
whether or not significant change has occurred.

Procedures for Identifying the Occurrence of Significant Change

" This process is initiated either at the time of the mandated 5

year review of the permit or any time the LEA has reason to
believe that one or more of these indicators is present at a
solid waste facility.

A review is conducted by the LEA to accurately determine if any
of these or other indicators are present,

If one or more of the indicators are present, the LEAR or local
planning agency should do an environmental assessment of
potential changes of facility design and operation to determine
if these will cause environmental harm and/or health and safety
risks.

If as a result of that review, nc environmental harm or health
and safety risks are present, then significant change is not
present, and a permit revision will not be necessary.

If these changes could potentially harm the environment or create
public health and safety risks, then an environmental document
and a permit revision must be prepared. (This permit would be
revised to reflect new or more stringent conditions; conditions
which would prevent problems caused by the changes in design and
operation, }

.‘J
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CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOA;’
AGENDA ITEM §# 13

AUGUST 22-23, 1985

ITEM: REPORT ON THE BOARD'S ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM
INTRODUCTION:

Staff has undertaken an effort to redirect the Board's enforcement
program in order to increase its efficiency and effectiveness in
assuring that the Local Enforcement Agencies (LEAs) approved by the
Board are actively enforcing the State Minimum Standards at sclid waste
facilities throughout the state. This redirection effort has resulted
in organizing the enforcement program into two program areas, an
inspections program, and a monitoring and compliance program.

At the July 18, 1985 Board meeting, a report was given on the changes
being implemented in the Board's inspection program, authorized by SB
1346 (Presley) of 1982. This item describes the monitoring and
compliance program being implemented within the enforcement division.
This program is directed toward achieving compliance with the State
Minimum Standards through increased interaction between the Board staff
and the Local Enforcement Agencies (LEAs) who have the primary
responsibility for enforcement of those standards.

This report discusses the program in terms of the statutory framework
within which the program operates, the current compliance status of all
facilities in the state, the goals and objectives of the program and
the means by which staff proposes to achieve those goals.

SUMMARY :

The Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) contains information on 993
solid waste facilities.

There is no SWIS record of inspection since June 1, 1984 for 51% of
the facilities in the data base, 12 % of the facilities were
inspected less than quarterly, and 37% were inspected more than
quarterly.

Inspection records for 44% of the facilities inspected showed repeat
violations of one or more standards on more than 25% of the
inspecticns.

There are 640 facilities in 66 LEA jurisdictions located in 54 counties
which warrant investigation by CWMB staff. This includes all active
sites for which there is no record of violation, all facilities which
were inspected less than quarterly and for which 2 or more violations
of any standard were reported, all facilities for which more than

four inspections were conducted at which no violations were observed,
and all facilities inspected quarterly with violations repeated on
greater than 25% of the inspections.
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STATUTORY FRAMEWORK.

Staff has conducted a review of the statutory framework defining the
separation of the roles to be played by the Board and the LEAs in the
implementation of the enforcement program. This framework is presented
in outline form (Attachment 1) and is summarized here.

There are three separate governmental entities which have
responsibility in the development and implementation of enforcement
programs:

Local Governing Bodies. The role of the local governing body is

to designate a local enforcement agency, to appoint and/or act as a
hearing panel and to prescribe fees for the support of the enforcement
program.

Local Enforcement Agencies. The role of the local enforcement
agency is to develop and implement inspection, enforcement and
training programs and to keep records in accordance with the
regulations of the Board.

The California Waste Management Board. The Board's role is to
review and approve the LEAs designated by local governing bodies,

to review and approve the enforcement program plans developed by
those agencies, to review the activities of enforcement agencies,

to assist enforcement agencies in the development and
implementation of their programs, and to withdraw the designation
of local enforcement agencies and act in their place when necessary.

CURRENT STATUS OF FACILITY COMPLIANCE AND LEA ACTIVITY

The first step in evaluating the changes needed to improve the Board's
enforcement program was the review of information available from the
Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) operated by the Board. This data
base contains information on 993 solid waste facilities in the state
and was set up to allow entry of the results of inspections conducted
by the LEAs. The results of all LEA inspections which have been
submitted and entered intc the system during since June 1, 1984 were
reviewed. The data from this review is divided into in

three groups of facilities and is summarized below:

Sites for Which There is No Record of Inspection.

There are 507 facilities for which there is no record of an inspection
by the local enforcement agency with jurisdiction over the site since
June 1, 1984 (See Attachment 2.) Of these facilities, 60% are
currently listed as active. These active facilities are located in
57 LEA jurisdictions in 51 counties as shown in Figure 1. Further
investigation is needed at all these facilities in order to determine
their compliance status. The 305 facilities which are listed as
active should be given priority for investigation.

N .
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. . Figure 1

COUNTIES WITH FACILITIFS HAVING MO
SWIS INSPECTICN REPORTS ON RRECORD.
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Sites Inspected on a Less Than Quarterly Freguency.

There were 122 facilities for which less than four inspections were
reported on SWIS forms since June 1, 1984. No violations of the State
Minimum Standards were reported at 15 of these facilities (See
Attachment 3), at least one viclation of one or more standards was
reported at 75 facilities (Attachment 4), two violations of at least
one standard were reported at 2B facilities (Attachment 5), and

three violations of at least one standard were observed at 4 facilities
(Attachment 6).

Because of the small number of inspections at these facilities, it is
impossible to accurately establish a record of compliance or non-
compliance with the standards over an extended period of time. Further
investigation to determine whether these site present potential health,
safety, or environmental threats and whether the LEA is effective in
enforcing the minimum standards is Jjustified. However, facilities with
repeated viclations of a given standard on at least two occasions
should be given priority for investigation . There are 32 facilities
in this compliance category. These 32 facilities are located in 15
LEA jurisdictions in 15 counties as shown in Figure 2.

Sites Inspected at a Frequency Greater than Quarterly.

There were 365 facilities where at least four inspections were reported
and entered into the SWIS data base. This frequency of inspection
allows an evaluation of solid waste facilities based on their record
of continued compliance or non-compliance with the standards.

No violations of the State Minimum Standards were reported at 198 of
these facilities (See Attachment 7). Many of these facilities had
inspection frequencies much greater than the minimum of quarterly, some
at greater than weekly frequencies. While this would certainly be a
desirable result of an effective enforcement program, staff considers
it unlikely that thorough inspections would fail to detect any
violations of the standards at a facility when inspected at the
frequency at which facilities in this category are inspected. It is
felt that further investigation of the imspection reports for these
facilities is in order. The purpose of such investigations would be
to ascertain the thoroughness with which the LEAs are conducting
their inspections. The 198 facilities in this category are located
in 36 LEA jurisdictions in 24 counties shown in Figure 3.

There are 62 facilities at which vioclations of at least one

standard were reported on twenty-five percent or less of the
inspections conducted by the Local Enforcement Agency (Attachment 8).
Getting all facilities into this compliance category through the
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. -\. Figure 2

COUNTIES WITH FACILITIES IMSPECTED
LESS THAN QUARTERLY - 2 OR MCRE
VIOCLATIONS OF AT LFAST OME STANDARD




Ficure 3

COUNTIES WITH FACILITIES INSPECTED
AT TEAST QUARTERLY, BUT WITH NO
RECORDED VIOLATIONS.
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development of effective LER inspection and enforcement programs in all

jurisdictions would appear to be a more realistic gocal than attempting
to achieve a situation where there are no violations reported.

As stated above, there are currently only 62 facilities in this
category. They are located in 21 LEA jurisdictions in the 17 counties
shown in Figure 4.

Repeat viclations of at least one standard on greater than 25% of the

inspections were reported at 105 of the facilities which were inspected
at least quarterly (Attachments 9, 10, and 1ll1l.) Since all facilities in

this group are inspected regularly, the excessive incidence of repeat
violations seems to point to a weakness in the enforcement efforts of

the LEAs responsible for enforcing the State Minimum Standards at these
facilities. These facilities are located in 24 LER jurisdictions in the 20

counties shown in Figure 5.

Investigations of the LEAs' activities at all these facilities are needed.

In order to establish priorities for an organized program to conduct
these investigations, these facilities were divided into three groups:
Those with repeat violations on greater than 75% of the inspections,
those with repeat viclations between S0 and 75% of the time, and those
with repeat violations between 25 and 50% of the time. There are 25
facilities in the first of these categories (Attachment 9), 40
facilities in the second (Attachment 10), and 40 facilities in the
third (Attachment 11.)

CONCLUSIONS:

The inspections data reviewed identifies a clear combination of a
high level cf LEA inspection activity coupled with a low incidence of
violation of the State Minimum Standards data for only 260 of 993
facilities. Furthermore, in staff's experience, it is unlikely that
frequent, thorough inspections of any given solid waste facility
would fail to detect an occasional violation of one or more of the
State Minimum Standards. This raises questions regarding the
validity of the data for 198 of these facilities. As a result, there
is insufficient data to make an evaluation of the LEAs performance in
enforcing the State Minimum Standards, or there is data which
indicates inadequate performance of the LEAs at all but 62 of the 993
facilities for which data is available. An intensive, organized
effort to improve the data base and to improve LEA performance is
needed within the Board's Enforcement Division.

Draft procedures have been prepared to provide guidance to staff

in their investigations of this data (See Attachment 12.) These
procedures are designed to assure that LEAs and operators are given
the opportunity to review and respond to the data before any
enforcement actions are taken. The following program

outline has been developed to provide a systematic approach to these
investigations while continuing to respond to other enforcement issues
with which the Board is confronted.
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Figure 4

COUNTIES WITH FACILITIES INSPECTED
AT LEAST QUARTERLY WHERE VIOLATIONS

OF ANY STANDARD HAS BEEN LESS THAN
25%.




Figure 5

@ @

COUNTIES WITH FACILITIES INSPECTED
AT TL.EAST QUARTFRLY WHER® ONE OR MORE
STANDARDS HAVF. BEEN VIOLATED IM
EXCESS OF 257 OF THE TIME.
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PROGRAM GOALS:

To assure that permitted, unpermitted and exempt solid waste
facilities are inspected on a routine basis and at a freguency that
reflects the operational characteristics of the facility, and that the
inspections are conducted by trained, competent personnel representing
a duly designated Local Enforcement Agency.

To assure that prompt actions are taken whenever viclations of the
State Minimum Standards are observed at solid waste facilities in
order to keep all facilities in substantial compliance with the
standards at all times,

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES:

Conduct a monitoring and compliance program such that each of the
Local Enforcement agencies (LEAs) in California are routinely
contacted weekly, and that each LEA develops and implements a Local
Enforcement Plan that ensures the permitting, inspection and
enforcement requirements of 7.3 Government Code and Title 17 Cal,.
Adm. Code are fully met.

The yearly objectives for the next to fiscal years are as follows:,

a. Fiscal Year 85/86 — Contact all LEAs which have
facilities within their jurisdictions. Ensure that active
enforcement programs are functioning in 90% of the LEA's
contacted.

b. 1986 / 1987 - Contact all enforcement agencies including those
which have no facilities within their jurisdictions. Ensure
that active programs are functioning in 98% of all LEA's
contacted. )

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES AND IMPLEMENTATION
l. General Activities

a. Assign a proportionate number of the targeted LEAs to each
compliance section staff person.

b. Train compliance section staff in program goals and
standardize implementation procedures.

c. Contact each targeted LER once each week, establishing a
positive working relationship and identification.

d. Discuss with each contacted LEA his specific the program and
training needs.

° °
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e. Identify all active, closed and abandoned solid waste

facilities in each LEA's jurisdiction using SWIS, LEA
records and other Ssources.

Determine the status of each solid waste facility: 1)
permit status, 2) inspection freguencies, 3) viclation
frequency, number and distribution, 4) enforcement
notices, orders citations and court actions issued or
requested, 5) facility compliance record.

Assist each LEA in the development of a training and support
plan to upgrade the LEA program,

Establish joint LEA enforcement staff inspection programs

for the following targeted solid waste facilities:

1) Those which have not been inspected at least gquarterly.

2) Those which have had repeat violations of the State Minimum
Standards on 25% or more of the inspections conducted.

3) Those which have been inspected more than quarterly but for
which no viclations have been reported,

4) Those which have had violations of the solid waste facility
permit or of those documents adopted by reference and made
a part of the permit, or which have had violations of any
other state or local laws rules or regulations.

Identify, evaluate and document all LEA's failing to improve
their level of performance as measured by the frequency of
inspections, the compliance status of facilities under

their jurisdiction and the LEAs record of enforcement actions
for facilities not in compliance with the State Minimum
Standards,

Recommend an action program, using the documentation and
evaluation results developed in (i) to cause the LEA to
perform adequately. The action program when accepted by the
division chief, will be signed by LEA and the enforcement
division chief, If the LEA fails to fully implement the
enforcement program, the staff shall recommend that the Board
notify the LEA's governing body of the Beoard's intent to
dedesignate the local enforcement agency unless steps are
taken to implement the enforcement program.

Request the California Waste Management Board dedesignate

the LEA and that the Board assume the duties of the LEA until
the local governing body designates an acceptable agency to
fulfill the LEA function,
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Attachment 1

STATUTORY DESCRIPTION OF THE ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM

1. Program Administration

A.

Local Governing Body role

1. Designation of Enforcement Agency(66796)

2. Appoint and/or act as a hearing panel,{66796.58)

3. Authorize fees for support of the LEA program
(optional) (66796.20)

Local enforcement agency role

l. Develop inspection, enforcement and training
programs, (66796.10(e)

2. Keep records in accordance with regulations adopted
by the Board. (66796.10(g))

3. Collect fees (as authorized by local governing body)
to support costs of enforcement program,

Board role

1. Determine whether a newly designated enforcement
agency is capable of fulfilling the responsibilities
of such agencies. (66796(b).

2. Approve designation of enforcement agency.
(66796.21(a)).

3. Grant and review waivers as appropriate regarding
designation as LEA of local agencies which operate
solid waste facilities. (66796(e)).

4, Review activities of enforcement agencies.
(66796,21(b)).

5. Assist LEA's in the development of inspection
training and enforcement programs. (66780(a).

6. Withdraw designation of local enforcement agencies if
appropriate. (66796.21(b).

1I. STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS PROGRAM

a.

Local Role

1. Prepare and adopt an enforcement program plan
consisting of regulations necessary to implement the
statutory requirements. (66796.10(f)).

Board role

1. Adopt state policy for solid waste management.
{66770,66771).

2. Adopt regulations for records to be kept by local
enforcement agencies. (66796.10(g).

3. Approve forms for permit applications, reports of
facility information, and notices. (66796.30(h).

4. Set standards for solid waste facility permits.
(66796.32(c).

5, Adopt facility standards. (66770,66771,66786.7)
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6.

Adopt regulations delineating procedures to be
followed by LEAs in seeking civil penalties or
injunctive relief. (It appears that the reference to
section 66796,692. is erroneous) (66796,693)

II1. PERMIT PROGRAM, (66796.30-66796.47)

A. Local Role

1.

2.

10.

11.

1z2.

Assure that all operating facilities are permitted.
{66796.30(a—£)).

Establish a permit filing fee schedule, not to exceed
$500. (66796.30(i)). _

Submit copies of permit applications to Board within
seven days of receipt. (667%96.32(a)).

Determine whether proposed facilities have a valid
local land use permit. (66796.32).

Determine whether the facility is consistent with the
County Solid Waste Management Plan. (66796.,32(c).
Determine whether the proposed permit is consistent
with the Board's standards. (66796.32(c)).

Determine whether the appropriate city or county has
found the facility consistent with the general plan
(66796.32(c), 66796.42).

If the facility is a waste to energy facility, the
LEA must also determine the following:

a. Whether the project is consistent with state
solid waste management policy. (66796.40(a){(2)}).

b. Whether the proposed facility has a defined
source of waste. (66796.40(a)(3).

c. The project has a waste guarantee for the amount
of waste necessary to maintain economic
feasibility. (66796.(a)(4}).

Prepare and submit to Board and operator a proposed

permit, with any conditions deemed necessary, within

75 days of receipt but after the above determinations

are made. (66796.32(b)and(c}.

Issue or reject the permit based upon the Board's

concurrence or objection to the permit.

(66796.32(e)).

Transmit a copy of the approved permit to the

facility owner and operator within 15 days of

issuance,

Initiate a hearing to determine whether the permit

should or not be issued if so requested by the

applicant upon rejection of the permit or if the
applicant objects to conditions of the permit.

Notice of such a hearing must be on a form approved

by the Board. (66796.55(b)).
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13. Establish procedures for the protection of trade
secrets which may be contained in reports submitted
in support of permit applications. (66796.36)

14. Review and revise if necessary permits every five
years. (66796,.33(d). ’

B. Board role

1. Assist enforcement agencies in the implementation of
program. (66790(g).

2. Determine whether the permit is consistent with the
CoSWMP. (66796.32(e)).

3. Determine whether the proposed permit is consistent
with the Board's standards. (66795,32(e).

, 4. Determine whether the appropriate city or county has
found the facility consistent with the general plan
(66796.32(e), 66796.41, 66796.42).

5. Determine whether the LEA has made the following
findings:

a. Whether the project is consistent with state
solid waste management policy. (66796.40(a)(2)).
b. Whether the proposed facility has a defined
. source of waste. (66796.40(a)(3)).
c. The project has a waste guarantee for the amount
of waste necessary to maintain economic
. feasibility. (66796.(a)(4)).

6. Concur or object to the issuance of a permit in
writing within 40 days of receipt of a proposed
permit. (66796,32(e).

7. Issue solid waste facilities permits for facilities
which accept both hazardous and non—hazardous wastes.
(66796.37(b)}. )

8. Perform all activities identified as local role when
acting as LEA (66796).

IV, INSPECTION PROGRAM

1. 1local Role
a. Inspect permitted facilities in accordance with
the enforcement program adopted by the agency.
{66796.10(e), 66796.35(c)).
b. Investigate illegal abandoned or closed disposal
sites, (66796.38(c).
2. Board Role
a. Inspect facilities as necessary to assure
compliance with the provisions of law and to
assure compliance with permit conditions
(66796, 35(c)).

® ® )7




Agenda Item #
Attachment 1
Page 4

V. ENFORCEMENT

Inspect 50% of facilities greater than 100 tons
per day every two years and 25% of all other
permitted facilities every two years if and only
if specific funding is appropriated by the
legislature for this purpose. (66796.38(b),
66796.38(4).

Maintain an inventory of facilities which violate
state minimum standards (66796.38(a).

Cooperate with enforcement agencies in
investigating illegal abandoned or closed
disposal sites. (66796.38(b).

A, Local role
l. General

al
b.

C.

Implements inspection, enforcement and training
programs. (66796,.10(e)).

Enforce requirements of statute and minimum
standards. (66796.10(a).

Consult with local health agencies concerning all
actions involving health standards.
(66796,10(H)).

Request enforcement by appropriate agencies of
their regulations, (66796.10(c)).

Provide Board with information as regquested.
(66796.10(d)).

Coordinate actions of various governmental
agencies in actions involving waste handling and
disposal operations. (66796.10(b)).

Investigate facilities in connection with any
actions authorized under the law (66796.35),

2. Specific activities,

a.

Initiate action to suspend, modify, or revoke
permits after hearing for cause. (66796.33(c¢),
66796.34, 66796.56),

Suspend or revoke the permit of a waste to energy
facility under specified circumstances (66796.33(e)).
Seek and obtain warrants for facility inspections
if refused entry by operators. (66796.35(c),.

d. Develop and enforce compliance schedules for
facilities on the list on non-complying
facilities, {66796,39),

Assure compliance with the flammable clearance
provisions of the Public Resources Code
(66796.43).
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B. Hear
1.

2.

#

f. Issue cease and desist orders to stop viclations
of standards and to take appropriate remedial
actions. (66796,.50(b)).

g. Determine whether a violation poses an imminent
threat to life or health. (66796.50(b)).

h. Expend any available funds to contrel any
imminent hazard resulting from a vioclation of the
standards. (66796.50(b)).

i, Petition the hearing panel for funds to cleanup
and abate health hazard associated with a
viclation of the standards. (66796.50(c)

3. Initiate civil action to obtain reimbursement
from the site owner or operator for the costs of
any remedial action performed by the LEA.
(66796.50(€)).

kK. Request the appropriate attorney to petition the
court to authorize civil penalties against
operators who willingly or negligently viclate
permits conditions or the minimum standards.
(66796.51).

1. Issue cease and desist or cleanup orders under
emergency conditions. (66796.52).

m, Consider petition for reinstatement for of permit
or reduction of penalty after a minimum wait of 1
year (66796.62).

n. Regquest Board resclution of jurisdictional
disputes with other enforcement agencies.
(66796,.66) .

c. Request enforcement by the Board of any provision
of law. (66796.67).

P. Regquest the appropriate attorney to petition the
court for injunctive relief to enforce any
provision of law. (66796.691).

ing panel role

Consider petitions for funding for remedial work and
provide a written decision (66796.50{c), (d).

Conduct hearings to gather evidence upon which to
base decisions regarding the issuance, modification,
suspension, or revocation of permits and other
matters as provided by law. (66796.59)

Take oral evidence of witnesses under affirmation or
cath at such hearings. (66796.60.

Officially notice any pertinent information and facts
and provide opportunity for rebuttal to such
information and facts. (66796.61).
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C.

Board role

1.
2.

3

11.
12.
i3.

14.

15.

16.

Periodically review the enforcement agency and its
implementation of the program. (66796.21(b).

Provide assistance to LEAs in the implementation of
their programs. (66790(g)).

Enforce statutes and regulations in the absence of
enforcement agencies. In such cases all the duties
of the enforcement agency become duties of the Board.
(66796.21(c), 66796) Note: fees may be charged for
this (66796,15).

Exercise enforcement and regulatory powers relating
to the control of non-hazardous wastes at facilities
which accept both hazardous and non—hazardous wastes.
(66796,12),.

Conduct enforcement activities upon request of local
government agency if deemed advisable and if local
agency appropriates funds to compensate the Board
(66790(g), 66796.67).

Require state or local agencies to investigate solld
waste matters (subject to their budgetary
constraints.) (66790(1i).

Request the Attorney General to petition the court
for civil penalties when the LEA fails to do so.
(66796.51).

Issue cease and desist orders for emergency
situations when the LEA fails to do so. (66796.52).
Review decisions of hearing panels on appeal or upon
its own motion. (66796.64).

Upecn decision that a hearing panel decision is
inconsistent with the provisions of state law, direct
that appropriate action be taken by the LEA, another
state agency having jurisdiction, or itself.
(66796.65).

Resolve jurisdictional disputes between enforcement
agencies, (66796.66).

Enforcement provisions of laws if requested by LEA at
Board's discretion. (66796.67).

Coordinate with State Health Department in
enforcement of health standards. (66796.68),

Request the Attorney General to petition the court
for injunctive relief to enforce the provisions of
law when the LEA fails to do so. (66796.692).
Approve form for filing information on the location
of disposal sites with the county in which the
facility is located. (66796.81).

Review and grant or deny waivers of individual

" standards. (66796.83).
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SOLID WASTE INFORMATION SYSTEM (SWIS)
LIST OF SOLID WASTE FACILITIES IN CALIFORMNIA
WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN INSPECTED BY THME LEA
DURING THE TIME PERIOD FROM D6,/01/84 TO 07/25/85
SHOWING PERMIT STATUS, OUPERAFTIONAL STATUS, AND DAILY TONNAGE OF WASTES RECEIVED
JULY 25, 1985

COUNTY

LEA

.TE NUMBER MAME OF FACILITY CATEGORY PERMIT STATUS OPERATIONAL STATUS TONS /DAY

ALAMEDA COUNTY

AA
01-AA-0004%  WEST BEACH SANITARY LANDFILL LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 37
01-AA-0006  DAVIS STREET SANITARY LANDFILL LANDFILL PERMITTED m/pjfp 2000
01-AA-0D1%  THERM-TEC OF CALIFDRNIA LANDFILL 0
01-AA-0020  PLEASANTON GARBAGE SERVICE LANDFILL NOT REQUIRED CLOSED 0
AC

01-AC-0001  BERKELEY LANDFILL LANDFTLL PERMITTED CTIVE a/p.’f.o 400

ALPINE CDUNTY

AA : .

[

02-AA-0001 ALPINE COUNTY TRANSFER STATION TRANSFER(SHALL?} PERMITTED ' o5 TE /m
02-AA-0002 BEAR VALLEY TRANSFER STATION TRANSFER(SHALL) afm’b 0

AMADOR COUNTY
AA

03-AA-0001 BUENA VISTA LANDFILL (AMADOR €O D.S.) LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 50
03-AA-DOD2 AMERICAN FOREST PRODUCTS CORP., LANDFILL LANDFTILL PERMITTED ACTIVE - 5%

BUTTE COUNTY
AA

04-AA-0010 GRAY LODGE DISPOSAL SITE LANDFILL UNPERMITTED ACTIVE 1

B

I~

Z Juswyoe3yy




SOLID WASTE INFORMATION SYSTEM (SWIS)}
LIST OF SOLID WASTE FACILITIES IN CALIFORNIA
. HHICH HAVE NOT BEEN INSPECTED BY THE LEA
DURING THE TIME PERIOD FROM 06701/84 YO D7/25/85
SHOWING PERMIT STATUS, OPERATIONAL STATUS. AND DAILY TONNAGE OF WASTES RECEIVED
JUuLy 25, 1985

COUNTY

SITE NUMBER NAME OF FACILITY CATEGORY PERMIT STATUS DPERATIONAL STATUS TONS/DAY
BUTTE COUNTY
AA

04-AA-0011 LAKE MADROMNE TRAMNSFER STATION TRANSFER(SHALL) PERMITTED - CLOSED 0

CALAVERAS COUNTY

AA
05-AA-0004% CALAVERAS ASBESTOS LIMITED LANDFILL UNPERMITTED ACTIVE 1
05-AA-0004& FLINTKOTE-CALAVERAS CEMENT DIVISIDN D LANDFILL UNPERMITTED ACTIVE 1

COLUSA COUNTY

AA

04-AA-0001 EVANS ROAD LANDFILL LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 50
06-AA-0002 STONYFORD, DISPOSAL SITE ' LANDFILL PERNITTED ACTIVE 1
06-AA-0003 MAXWELL TRANSFER STATION TRANSFER(SMALL) PERMITTED ACTIVE 9

CONTRA CDOSTA COUNTY.

AA

- 07-AA-0001 HEST CONTRA COSTA SANITARY LANDFILL LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 675
07-AA-0004 PITTSBURG DISPOSAL SITE LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 160
07-AA-0025 C AND H SUGAR DISPOSAL SITE LANDFILL UNPERHITTED ACTIVE 74

N



PAGE 3 )
° °
SOLID WASTE INFORMATION SYSTEM (SKIS)
® LISYT OF SOLID WASTE FACILITIES IN CALIFGRNIA . @
. WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN INSPECTED BY THE LEA ’
DURING THE TIME PERIOD FROM D6/01ls/84 TO 07/25/85 .
- SHOWING PERMIT STATUS, OPERATIONAL STATUS, AND DAILY TONMAGE DF WASTES RECEIVED @
rat []
JULY 25, 1985 :
®
!
COUNTY i ®
[ Jes
SITE NUMBER NAME OF FACILITY CATEGORY PERNIT STATUS OPERATIDNAL STATUS TDONS/DAY .
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY ®
Al
07-A1-0001 U.S. STEEL - PITTSBURG DISPOSAL SITE LANDFILL UNPERMITYED ACTIVE 0 o
®
DEL NORTE COUNTY
AA .
DB~AA-DODS  ARROW MILLS FOREST PRODUCTS LANDFILL 0 ®
08-AA-0017  ARCATA LUMBER COMPANY LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 1
-~ @
EL DORADD COUNTY
AA b
p J19-AA-0001 EL DORADD DISPOSAL SERVICE STATIDN TRANSFER(SMALL) PERMITTED PLANNED 0 ®
19-AA-0002 SOUTH TAHDE REFUSE COMPANY TRANSFER S TRANSFER{LARGE} PERMITTED ACTIVE 153
’ 09-AA-0003  UMION MINE LANDFItL LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 85
‘ e
\ / FRESNG COUNTY ®
AA
-~ ®
_ lp-aa-0002  CHATEAU FRESNG LANDFILL LANDFILL 400
10~AA-Q004 CITY OF CLOUIS LANDFILL LANDFILL * PERMITTED ACTIVE 65
10-AA-00D5 CITY OF FRESNO LANDFILL LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 565 *
)

of

)
eV




PAGE 4
SOLID WASTE INFORMATION SYSTEM (SWIS)
LIST OF SOLID HASTE FACILITIES IN CALIFORNIA
RHICH MAVE NOT BEEN INSPECTED BY THE LEA
DURING THE TIME PERIOD FROM 06701784 TO 07/25/85
SHOMING PERMIT STATUS, OPERATIONAL STATUS, AND DAILY TONNAGE OF WASTES RECEIVED
JULY 25, 1985

COUNTY
LEA
SITE NUMBER NAME OF FACILITY CATEGORY PERMIT STATUS OPERATIONAL STATUS  TONS/DAY
FRESNO COUNTY
AA
10-AA-0006 COALINGA DISPOSAL SITE LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 30
10-AA-0008  HENDOTA-FIREBAUGH DISPOSAL SITE LANDFILL PERMITTED ' 25
10-AA-0009  SAN JOAQUIN - TRANQUILITY DS LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 30
10-AA-0010  SHAVER LAKE TRANSFER STATION TRANSFER(SHALL) PERMITTED ACTIVE 12
10-AA-0011  SOUTHEAST REGIONAL DISP. SITE LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 275
10-AA-0013  DRANGE AVE.DISPOSAL, INC. LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 225
10-AA-0018  RICE RDAD DUMP LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 200
10-AA-0019  FRESND JRR, DIST. CONCREVE DISPOSAL SITE LANDFILL UNPERMITTED ACTIVE 1
10~AA-0020  KEPCO PINEDALE LANDFILL LANDFILL PERMITTED CLOSED 0
10-AA-0025  CHESTNUT AVENUE DISPGSAL LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 110
10-AA-0026  HURON SOLID WASTE TRANSFER STATION TRANSFER(SMALL) PERMITTED ACTIVE 10
10-AA-0027  MENDOTA S.H. TRANSFER STATION TRANSFER(SMALL) PERMITTED PLANNED 30
10-AA-0078  BETHEL ROAD DS LANDFILL UNPERMITTED CLOSED 0
GLENN COUNTY
AA
11-AA-0001  GLENK COUNTY LANDFILL SITE LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 50
11-AA-0003  ELK CREEK FILL SIVE LANDFILL PERNITTED CLOSED 1
HUNBOLDT COUNTY

A

SAHOA LANDFILL LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 25

12~AA-0017

(AT




PAGE 5

COUNTY

@

SOLID WASTE INFORMATION SYSTEM (SKWIS)

LIST OF SOLID WASTE FACILITIES IN CALIFORNIA
WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN INSPECTED BY THE LEA
DURING THE TIME PERIDD FROM 06/01/84 TD 07/25/8%
AND DAILY TONNAGE OF WASTES RECEIVED

SHOWING PERMIT STATUS, COPERATIOMAL STATUS,

HUMBOLDT COUNTY

AA

12-AA-0021
12-AA-0D22
12-AA-002¢4
12-AA-0034

INYOD COUNTY

AA

14~AA-0001
14-AA-0005
14-AA-~0006
14-AA-0008
14-AA-D00%
14-AA-0010D

-AA-0011
-AA-0012
TH—-AA-D016

o7

KERN COUNTY
AA
15-AA-0002

15-AA-0005
15-AA-0034

TREND LUMBER CO.

TABLE BLUFF LANDFILL

TWIN HARBORS LUMBER CO WOODWASTE SITE
EEL RIVER SAWMILL WODDMWASTE DISPOSAL S5IT

CALTRANS

BISHOP SUNLAND

SHOSHONE DI1SPOSAL SITE

UNION CARBIDE CORP.

UNION CARBIDE CORP.

UNION CARBIDE ROVANA GRGANIC DUNMP

UNION CARBIDE CORP., SCHEELITE DUMP (PINE
CACTUS FLAT DISPOSAL SITE

FURNACE CREEK

MCKITTRICK LANDFILL
KERN RIVER REFUSE DISPOSAL SITE
SHORT DISPOSAL SITE

Juiy 25,

'CATEGORY

LANDFILL
LANDFILL
LANDFILL
LANDFILL

LANDFILL
LANDFILL
LANDFILL
LANDFILL
LANDFILL
LANDFILL
LANDFILL
LANDFILL
LANDFILL

LANDFILL
LANDFILL
LANDFILL

1985

PERMIT STATUS

PERMITTED
PERMITTED
PERMITTED
PERMITYED

UNPERMITTED
PERMITTED

PERMITTED

UNPERMITTED
UNPERMITTED
UNPERMITTED
UNPERMITTED

FERMITTED

PERMITTED
PERMITTED

NOT REQUIRED

OPERATIDNAL STATUS

INACTIVE
CLOSED
CLOSED
ACTIVE

CLOSED
ACTIVE
ACTIVE
ACTIVE
ACTIVE
CLOSED
CLOSED
CLOSED
ACTIVE

CLOSED
ACTIVE
CLOSED

TONS/DAY

>

]
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SOLID WASTE INFORMATION SYSTEM (SHIS)
® LIST OF SOLID WASTE FACILITIES IN CALIFORNIA
. WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN INSPECTED BY THE LEA
DURING THE TIHE PERIOD FROM 06-01-84 TO 07725785
SHOWING PERMIT STATUS., OPERATIONAL STATUS, AND DAILY TOHNAGE OF WASTES RECEIVED

pov JuLy 25, 1985
|
COUNTY
P
LEA
SITE NUMBER MAME OF FACILITY CATEGORY PERMIT STATUS OPERATIONAL STATUS TONS /DAY *
KINGS COUNTY ®
I AA
16-AA-0008 STRATFORD TRANSFER STATION TRANSFER(SHALL) PERMITIED ACTIVE 6 bt
16-AA-0009 HANFORD SANITARY LANDFILL LANDFTLL PERMITTED ACTIVE 130 .
16-AA-0010 LEMOORE TRANSFER STATION TRANSFER (SHALL) PERMITTED ACTIVE 12 °
16-AA-0011  CORCORAN SANMITARY LANDFILL LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 23
16-AA-00)2  ARNOLD'S TREE SERVICE LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 1
‘ o
LAKE COUNTY " ®
Y |
~ . .
. 17-AA-0001  EASTLAKE SANITARY LANDFILL LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 200
17-AA-0002 LAKEPORT TRANSFER STATION TRANSFERCLARGE ) PERMITYED ACTIVE 85
17-AA-0012 MORRISON CREEK OUMP LANDSPREADING UNPERMITTED INACTIVE 1 ..
LASSEN COUNTY ®
AA .
18-AA-0001 LITTLE VALLEY DIS. FACILITY TRANSFERC(SHALL) PERHITTED ACTIVE 1
18-4A-0002 PITTVILLE TRANSFER STATION TRANSFER(SHALL) PERMITTED 4 e
18-AA-0003 BIEBER DISP. FACILITY LANDFILL PERMITIED ACTIVE 3
18-AA-0004  MADELINE DISPDSAL FACILITY LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 1
m  18-AA-0005 RAVENDALE DISP. LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 1 °
_ 18-AA-0006 SPAULDING DISPOSAL SITE TRANSFER[SMALL) PERMITTED ACTIVE 3
18-AA-0007 STONE'S DISPDSAL SITE TRANSFER(SMALL) PERMITYED ACTIVE 2
18-AA-0008 MENDEL TRANSFER STATION TRANSFER{SHALL) PERMITTED ACTIVE 8 o
. .9
»

7.5V
)
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®
SOLID WASTE INFORMATION SYSTEM (SWIS) .
LIST OF SOLID WASTE FACILITIES IM CALIFORNIA 9o
WHICH HAVE NOT BEEN INSPECTED BY THE LEA
DURING THE TIME PERIOD FROM 0&-01/84 TD 07/25/85
SHOWING PERMIT STATUS, OPERATIOMNAL STATUS, AND DAILY TONNAGE OF WASTES RECEIVED -~
JUiLy 25, 1985
COUNTY Y
¥
WS ITE NUMBER NAME OF FACILITY CATEGORY PERMIT STATUS OPERATIOQNAL STATUS TONS/DAY
LASSEN CODUNTY
-
AA
18-AA-00CY LASSEN COUNTY LANDFILL LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 15
18-AA-0010 WESTWOOD DISPOSAL FACILITY LANDFILL PERHITTED ACTIVE 8
18-AA-0011 HERLONG DISP FACILITY LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE 3
18-AA-00D13 SIERRA ARMY DEPODT LANDFILL PERMITTED ACTIVE. 10
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
AA
19-AA-0003 CITY OF BEVERLY 'HILLS TRANSFER STATID TRANSFER(LARGE) PERMITTED ACTIVE 48
19-AA-0007 AMERON DISPOSAt SITE LANDFILL UNPERMITTED CLOSED 0
1%9-AA~-0010 U.S. STEEL CORP. D.S. LANDFILL NOT REQUIRED ACTIVE Q
19-AA-DQ11 CITY OF COMPTON DISPOSAL SITE LARDFILL UN